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Introduction and 
Notification 


On April 25, 2000, the County of Erie issued a Positive Declara¬ 
tion and Notice of Intent .(NOI) to interested and involved agencies 
of its intention to prepare a draft environmental impact statement 
(EIS) for a new Buffalo Convention Center (see Appendix A). The 
notice stated that the County would be the lead agency for this 
Type I action under Part 617 of the implementing regulation per¬ 
taining to Article 8 (New York State Environmental Quality Re¬ 
view Act) of the New York State Environmental Conservation 
Law. 

The NOI provided a description of the proposed action and identi¬ 
fied the project as the construction of a new 400,000 gross square 
foot convention center (with a 125,000 square foot main exhibit 
hall) on an 11-acre site in downtown Buffalo, New York. The site 
is bounded by Main Street on the west, Huron Street on the north, 
Elm Street on the east, and Broadway on the south. Included in 
this action is the construction of a minimum 1,250-space parking 
facility within the boundaries of the site. 

In addition, alternatives to the Mohawk Site were also presented. 
These alternatives included the following: 

■ Construction of a new convention center at the water front; 

■ Renovation/expansion of the existing convention center; and 

■ No-action alternative (see Figure 1-1). 

The NOI summarized the proposed project’s anticipated impact on 
community growth and character as well as impacts to land, aes¬ 
thetic resources, historic and archaeological resources, and existing 
transportation systems. 

A newspaper display notice announcing the County’s intent to pre¬ 
pare an EIS and to hold a public scoping open house was published 

1-1 
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1. Introduction and Notification 

in The Buffalo News on Sunday, March 25,2001 (the Sunday pre¬ 
ceding the scheduled open house). A copy of the display notice is 
included in Appendix B. 

During the scoping process, the County invited participation of 
state and local agencies and other interested persons to identify the 
scope of issues and significant issues related to the proposed ac¬ 
tion. Agencies and other interested persons were encouraged to 
attend a public scoping open house and to provide written and oral 
comments. 

The public scoping open house was held on Tuesday, March 27, 
2001 at the Buffalo Convention Center on Franklin Street in 
downtown Buffalo, New York. In addition to comments received 
at the public scoping open house, the County received written 
statements through the close of the public scoping period, April 24, 
2001. Pubic scoping comments were received during the comment 
period in various ways. The County received written comments 
during the scoping meeting and also by mail following the meeting. 
Comments were also provided through the County’s project web 
site: www.bfloconventioncenter.ene.com . The number of at¬ 
tendees at the open house and the number of statements received 
throughout the scoping period are shown on Table 1-1. 


Table 1-1 Open House Attendance and Number of Public 
Scoping Statements_. 


Location 

Number of 

Number of 

Attendees 

Statements 

Buffalo Convention Center 

93 

70 


A-11 


1-2 







«o * 

i * > ? 

I I £ 

<2 5 if 







n rr^i anr 


goeacQC 

moor 


' p 


New Buffalo 
Convention 
Center 
EIS Site 
Alternatives 


Mohawk Site 


Existing Convention Center 



Waterfront Site 


A 


I 


Figure 1-1 New Buffalo Convention Center EIS Site Alternatives 
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Summary of Public 
Scoping Comments 


The following summarizes the general format of the open house 
and the issues that were identified by members of the public. Gen¬ 
erally, these issues are derived from the written statements of con¬ 
cerned citizens, provided either at the open houses or mailed in 
during the scoping comment period. 

2.1 Open House Format 

The public scoping open house format was designed to provide in¬ 
terested persons with an opportunity to review information and ask 
detailed questions of project representatives in an open, one-on-one 
setting before formulating their concerns and comments. This 
format provided a variety of layered information sources to meet 
individual needs and allowed for maximum community participa¬ 
tion. 

The open house format was also designed to provide individuals in 
attendance with a continuous and logical flow of project informa¬ 
tion (see Appendix C) and to offer various ways to make com¬ 
ments. When attendees entered the open house, they were directed 
to a sign-in table where there were handouts that included: 

■ “Welcome to the New Buffalo Convention Center Scoping 
Meeting”; 

■ “New Buffalo Convention Center Project Fact Sheet”; 

■ “SEQR Process and the New Buffalo Convention Center”; and 

■ “New Buffalo Convention Center Project: Your Comments 
and Ideas.” 

The County presented information to attendees at five display 
booths titled “Proposed Action,” “Public Involvement,” “Alterna¬ 
tives,” “EIS Topics,” and “Green Design.” (Reduced-size copies 

2-1 
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2. Summary of Public Scoping Comments 

of the posters at each display booth are included in Appendix D). 
EIS team members staffed each display booth and answered ques¬ 
tions, provided meeting handouts, and encouraged, advised, and 
assisted participants on ways to provide comments. 

Comment cards and comment boxes were available on tables 
throughout the meeting room, lap top computers were also avail¬ 
able for electronically submitting comments to a public comments 
database. Attendees were also encouraged to visit the project web 
site (www.bfloconventioncenter.ene.com) to provide comments 
and feedback on the project. Selected photographs of the open 
house are included in Appendix E. 

2.2 New Buffalo Convention Center Open 
House 

The open house was held in Room 106 of the Buffalo Convention 
Center on Franklin Street in downtown Buffalo, New York. There 
were 93 individuals in attendance according to the sign-in sheets 
(see Table 2-1). 

Local media coverage at the open house included reporters from 
The Buffalo News, WKBW-TV, and WGRZ-TV. Reporters inter¬ 
viewed Erie County Executive Joel Giambra, EIS team members, 
and several concerned citizens about the project. 

Members of the Buffalo Convention and Visitors Bureau and citi¬ 
zens’ organization called Citizens for Common Sense set up a table 
at the entrance to the room with poster displays and handouts. 

They distributed some informational material, including several 
fact sheets and newspaper articles (see Appendix F and G). 

The County received 48 statements addressing the proposed action 
during the open house (see Table 2-1). The County also received 
22 letters during the scoping comment period from residents 
through both the mail and the project web site (see Appendix H). 

A summary of key issues is shown on Table 2-2. Key issues iden¬ 
tified during the open house ranged from support/objection for 
specific site alternatives to overall economic impact of each site 
alternative to the purpose and need for a new convention center. 
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2. Summary of Public Scoping Comments 
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Table 2-1 Number of Attendees and Statements Received, 
_Open House (as of April 24,2001)_ 


Attendees/Statements 

Number 

Attendees 

93 

Statements Received 

Open house 

48 

Web site 

17 

Mail-in 

5 

Total 

70 


Table 2-2 Issues Identified During Scoping Process 
New Buffalo Convention Center EIS 


; v • Issue 

Number of ■ 
Comments 
Received 

Proposed Action 


Purpose and need for a new convention center 

10 

Support for new state-of-the-art convention center 

3 

Socioeconomics 

Job creation 

5 

Overall economic impact 

9 

Cost benefit analysis 

5 

Direct and indirect business development 

5 

Analysis of existing economic impact/activity of businesses currently oper¬ 
ating within the Mohawk Site 

4 

Performance of opportunity cost analysis (evaluate alternative uses and im¬ 
pact of funding new convention center) 

11 

Calculate cost per job created/dollar of wages created 

1 

Business relocation at the Mohawk Site 

6 

Businesses lost at the Mohawk Site 

6 

Increased tourist activity 

2 

Analysis of existing convention business in Buffalo (i.e., number of con¬ 
ventions, conventioneers, money spent, direct and indirect economic im¬ 
pact) 

4 

Impact to adjacent residential neighborhoods 

2 

Accuracy of past projections from other cities with new centers as a com¬ 
parison for Buffalo 

3 

In cities where convention attendance has increased, has a related increase 
in retail and other economic activity occurred? 

3 

Calculation of economic impact of a new convention center in terms of 
“new” money brought in by convention center (i.e., subtract income from 
previous uses for the sites) 

1 

Analysis of seasonal convention center use (How is the site used during 
slow months?) 

1 


02:001288JEC02-01-B0687 
R_Scoping Summary .doe-05/02/01 


A-16 


2-3 








































ecology and environment, inc 




2. Summary of Public Scoping Comments 


Table 2-2 Issues Identified During Scoping Process 
New Buffalo Convention Center EIS, 


Issue 

Number of 
Comments 
Received 

Include analysis of most recent convention center studies on conven- 
tion/trade show business trends 

2 

Alternatives 

Suitability/support of Mohawk Site 

14 

Suitability/support of Waterfront Site 

10 

Suitability/support of renovating/expanding existing convention center 

18 

Suitability/support for no-action alternative 

5 

Improve the existing convention center without expansion 

2 

Opposition to the Mohawk Site 

6 

Opposition to the Waterfront Site 

1 

Opposition to reuse/expansion of existing convention center 

2 

Opposition to construction of a convention center downtown 

1 

Opposition to construction of a new convention center 

1 

Consideration of a theatre district site alternative bounded by East Chip¬ 
pewa, East Tupper, and Franklin Streets 

1 

Consideration of a site adjacent to the airport 


Consideration of site bounded by Clinton/Elm/N. Division/Ellicott 

1 

Consideration of site bounded by Elmwood/Huron/Niagara 

1 

Thorough assessment of the disadvantages presented by each site must be 
done 

1 

Lehigh Valley Railroad property site alternative 

1 

Suitability of alternatives outside the Central Business District (SUNYAB 
land on Millersport Road in Amherst) 

1 

Support for a new convention center site in Niagara Falls 

3 

Environmental 

Impacts to natural environment 

2 

Traffic Patters and Parking 

Impacts to downtown street/traffic patterns 

6 

Adequate on-site parking needs/capacity 

4 

Adequate access for trucks, buses, cars, and public transportation 

5 

Impact to pedestrian flow 

2 

Utilization of light rail transit 

1 

Loss of existing parking spaces 

2 

Restoration of radial street pattern 

2 

Infrastructure 

Concern for structures to be demolished at the Mohawk Site 

12 

Infrastructure required to be built at Mohawk Site 

2 . 

Condition of existing infrastructure (buildings) at Mohawk Site 

1 

Demolish existing convention center 

1 
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2. Summary of Public Scoping Comments 


Table 2-2 Issues Identified During Scoping Process 
New Buffalo Convention Center EIS 


■ Issue 

Number of 
Comments 
Received 

EIS Process 

Lack of adequate publication of scoping meeting 

1 

Adequate time for comment feedback 

1 

Importance of public involvement in EIS process 

1 

Planning/Land Use/Demographics 

New convention center should be part of comprehensive plan/strategy for 
revitalizing Buffalo 

3 

Include 2000 U.S. Census numbers in EIS analysis 

1 

Evaluation of new convention center locations as a part of a total neighbor¬ 
hood 

1 

Use of land adjacent to existing convention center 

1 

Impact to land available downtown housing 

3 

Use of waterfront as an asset 

3 

Proximity of convention center to other downtown amenities 

2 

Preservation and revitalization of “Electric District” 

3 

Evaluation of alternative uses for sites identified 

7 

Development where there is “critical mass” 

2 

Concern for how existing convention center will be reused 

3 

Consolidation of entertainment resources 

1 

Public investment of unneeded infrastructure that promotes sprawl 

1 

Review of floor plans and locations of other convention centers in pier cit¬ 
ies for reference 

1 

Urban Design 

Facade improvements on existing building (i.e., Pearl Street) to improve 
streetscape 

4 

Adaptive reuse of existing buildings 

1 

Impact of Mohawk Site alternative on urban fabric (i.e., tearing down old 
but valuable and historic buildings) 

9 


20 

Design of new convention center 

3 

Mohawk Site “walls off’ east side 

1 

Historic/Cultural Resource Structures 

Impact to Historic architecture/structures 

4 

Impact on historic Erie Canal terminals/other historic foundations at the 
Waterfront Site 

1 

Cultural resource impacts at Mohawk Site 

1 

Other 

Impact of weather on attracting conventions to Buffalo 

1 

Need for easy access to hotels versus adjacency to hotels 

1 

Use of vacant/underutilized land for new convention center site 

1 | 
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2. Summary of Public Scoping Comments 


Table 2-2 Issues Identified During Scoping Process 
New Buffalo Convention Center EIS 


Issue 

Number of 
Comments 
Received 

Convention center as a multi-use facility 

4 

Funding of associated new hotel 

1 

Private investment in new hotel 

2 

Plan for a new hotel to support larger conventions 

2 

Lack of downtown amenities to support a new convention center 

1 

Need for new rooms to support future conventions 

1 

Need for headquarters convention hotel 

3 

Purpose and need for new hotel to accompany convention center 

1 

Location of a new convention center in proximity to hotel 

1 

Lack of follow through on previous consultant recommendations 

2 

Trends in convention center growth 

1 

Energy wastage in demolition of existing structures 

1 

Concern over increased rodent problems resulting from demolition 

1 

Total 

295 



02fl01288_EC02-01-B0687 
R_Sc oping Summary.doc-05/02/01 


A-19 


2-6 



















Notice of Intent/ 
Positive Declaration 


02:001288_EC02-01'B0687 
R_Scoping Summary.doc-05/01/01 


A-20 


A-l 


STATE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY REVIEW 
POSITIVE DECLARATION 
DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE 
NOTICE OF INTENT TO PREPARE A DRAFT EIS 

This notice is issued pursuant to Part 617 of the implementing regulations pertaining to Article 8 
(State Environmental Quality Review Act) of the NYS Environmental Conservation Law. 

Date: April 25, 2000 


TO: INVOLVED AGENCIES: 

Commissioner - NYSDEC, Albany 

NYS Department of Environmental Conservation, Region 9 

Erie County Legislature 

Hon. Joel A. Giambra, Erie County Executive 

Erie County Department of Public Works 

Erie County Department of Environment and Planning 

Erie County Industrial Development Agency 

Hon. Anthony Masiello, Mayor - City of Buffalo 

Buffalo Common Council 

Buffalo Urban Renewal Agency 

Buffalo Department of Public Works 

Buffalo Department of Water 

Buffalo Sewer Authority 

Buffalo Department of Community Development 

Buffalo Planning Board 

Buffalo Parking Board 

Empire State Development Corporation 

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
New York State Department of Transportation 
NYS Energy, Research and Development Corp. 

Niagara Frontier Transportation Authority 
New York Power Authority 

INTERESTED AGENCIES: 

Buffalo Convention and Visitors Bureau 
Buffalo Place, Inc. 

Convention Center Management Corporation 

Bell Atlantic 

Niagara Mohawk 

Buffalo Niagara Partnership 

Buffalo Economic Renaissance Corporation , 

Buffalo Niagara Enterprise 

Erie County Preservation Coalition 

Working for Downtown 

New Millennium Group 

Citizens for Common Sense 

Erie County Environmental Management Council 

Buffalo Environmental Management Council 


A-22 
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NAME OF ACTION: New Buffalo Convention Center 




LOCATION: Main Street, between Huron Street and Broadway 
' ' "City of Buffalo, Erie County 


SEQR STATUS: Type I 
PROJECT NUMBER: C617-00-193 
DESCRIPTION OF ACTION: 


Construction of a new 400,000 gross square, foot convention center (with a 125,000 square foot 
main exhibit hall) on an 11-acre site in downtown Buffalo, New York. The site is generally 
bounded by Main Street on the west, Huron Street on the north, Elm Street on the east, and 
Broadway on the south. Included in the action is the construction of a minimum 1250-space 
parking facility within the boundaries of the site. 


Reasons for Supporting this Determination: 

Impact on Land 


The proposed action will require the acquisition of up to 64 parcels, most of which contain 
buildings varying from 1 to 6 stories in height. Demolition of these buildings would be required. 


In addition, an existing 600-car parking ramp would be demolished, and a minimum of 1250 
parking spaces would be incorporated into the convention center building program. 


Impact on Aesthetic Resources 


The proposed action would require the demolition of numerous existing buildings, and the 
construction of a contemporary structure. Existing streetscapes would be altered. 


Impact on Historic and Archaeological Resources 


The proposed action is near Shea’s Buffalo Theater, a building listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places. It is also near several sites and districts eligible for listing on the Register, 
including the Niagara Mohawk Building, Buffalo Savings Bank, Bergers Building, Brisbane 
Building, Lafayette Hotel, Soldiers and Sailors Monument in Lafayette Square, Market Arcade 
and Theater Historic District. V: 


■* -• & 

In addition, downtown Buffalo in general has the potential to contain potentially-significant 

• i i ■&* ? MS™-;!:*’ 
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archaeological aid cultural resources. 

Impact on Transportation 










The proposed action includes the restoration of vehicular traffic on Mohawk Street betweemPearln'; 
and Washington Streets, and the closing of Mohawk Street between Washington and Ellicott; - - ^ 
Streets; ~ ; n§f: ... ' V: ' 


m 


£■ 






A-23 





Impact on 


Community Growth and Character 


The proposed action is anticipated to result in the direct creation of 100 full-time jobs, and is 
expected to indirectly impact job creation in hotel, restaurant, retail, and tourist-service sectors. 


Occupants of existing buildings to be acquired and demolished will be affected by the proposed 
action. Relocation of these occupants will be required. Attempts will be made to relocate these 
occupants in downtown Buffalo as much as possible. 


This decision has been determined by the Erie County Department of Public Works on April 25, 
2000. All facts and findings of this review are on file at the Department of Environment and 
Planning, 10th Floor, Rath Building, 95 Franklin Street, Buffalo, NY 14202. These files may be 
examined by the public between the hours of 9:30 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. of any normal operating 
day. 

Written comments may be submitted to the Review Coordinator^ the same address. 

Commissioner, Department of 
Public Works 


For further information contact: 

Michael J. Krasner, AICP, Senior Planner - (716) 858-6086 
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Convention Center Program and Essential Characteristics 

Having the right “convention center package” is essential in an increasingly competitive convention, 
trade, and consumer show and meetings market 

Program Total Range 


' • Exhibition Halls 


125,000 SF 

• Meeting Space 

25,000 

- 30,000 SF 

• Ballroom Space 

25,000 

- 30,000 SF 

• Public Circulation / Public Services 

67,800 

- 80,500 SF 

• Service Support 

85,150 

- 98,900 SF 

• Food Service 

14,800 

- 16,750 SF 

• Administration 

5,900 

- 7.000 SF 

Total Gross Square Footage 

348,150 

- 388,150 SF 

• Potential for Expansion 

75,000 

- 150,000 SF 


Characteristics 

• Easy access to regional highways and airport 

• Ample secure parking nearby (minimum 500 spaces). 

• Connected to “headquarters" hotel. 

• Proximity to other nearby hotels. 

• Flexibility in exhibition hall and meeting room size. 

• Latest technology. 

• Highly functional and efficient building. 

• Efficient loading / service area with nearby marshaling area. 

• Restrictive building in an attractive / animated setting. 

• Excellent amenities and services within and nearby. 
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PUBLIC INFORMATION/SCOPINC SESSION 


NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 


The County of Erie is considering con¬ 
structing a 400,000 to 425,000-gross- 
square foot convention center with a 
125,000 square-foot exhibit hall, and a 
minim um 1,250-spacc parking facility. 
Erie County will prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
to evaluate the environmental effects 
of this proposed action and of several 
alternatives to this proposed action. 

The preferred site location for con¬ 
struction of a new Convention Center 
is the "Mohawk Site," an 11-acre site 
in downtown Buffalo, New York. 

The site is generally bounded by Main 
Street on the west, Huron on the 
north, Elm Street on the east, and 
Broadway on the south. The alterna¬ 
tives under consideration include: 

• : 

New Construction 
| : Waterfront Site Alternative 
Construction of a new convention cen¬ 
ter on a 9.4-acrc site located behind 
the HSBC Atrium building, generally 
bounded by Scott Street on the north, 
Perry Street on die south, Mississippi 
Street on the east, and Washington 
Street on the west 

★ Expansion/Renovation of the 

Existing Convention Center 

Alternative 

The existing center is bounded by 
Court Street on the south, Franklin 
Street on the west Mohawk Street on 
the north, and Pearl Street on the east 
An expansion would likely extend 
across Pearl Street and require the po¬ 


tential acquisition of properties on the 
west side of Main Street between 
Mohawk and Court Streets. 

* No-Action Alternative 

The County will also assess the no¬ 
action alternative. This alternative will 
measure the impacts associated with 
neither constructing a new convention 
nor renovating the existing center. 

The proposed action at the "preferred 
site" will require the acquisition of up 
to 64 parcels of land, most of which 
contain buildings varying from one to 
six stories in height. Demolition of 
these buildings would be required. In 
addition, an existing 600-car parking 
ramp would be demolished, and a min¬ 
imum of 1,250 parking spaces would 
be incorporated into the convention 
center building plan. 

Eric County is the Lead Agency re¬ 
sponsible for preparation and review 
of the EIS. Agencies and the public are 
encouraged and invited to attend a 
Public Scoping Meeting for identifying 
issues to be addressed in the EIS. The 
Public Scoping Session will be held: 
Date: 'Riesday, March 27, 2001 
Hme: 12 noon - 8 PM 
Location: Buffalo Convention Center 
Convention Center Plaza 
Franklin and Court Streets 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

For additional information, please visit: 
www.bfloconventioncenter.ene.com 


02:001288_EC02_01 ,'Ad.cd r-3/14/01 -GRA 




Open House Handouts 



02:00 1 288_EC02-0 1 -B0687 C-l 

R_Scopmg Summary.doc-05/01/01 

A—34 






The County of Erie is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to study and evaluate the environmental, 
economic, and social impacts of the proposed New Buffalo Convention Center Project. Four project alternatives will 
initially be evaluated in the EIS. Potential new sites include the Mohawk Street Site and the Waterfront Site. In 
addition, expansion/renovation of the existing Convention Center will also be studies as an alternative in the EIS 
as well as the no action alternative. 

We are here today because construction of a new Convention Center is a major investment in the city and region. As 
such, the County intends to obtain as much public input as possible on the potential location and impacts associated 
with this project We are prepared to listen to your comments and concerns so that they can be addressed in the EIS. 

Please review the displays located throughout the Open House, and then provide us with your comments to help focus 
our environmental study: 

What topics are key to you? 

What topics are key to the community? 


ENTER/EXrr 


Ways to Provide Comments: 

• Type your comments directly into our database at the computer stations 

• Provide verbal comments at any of the exhibit stations 

• Fill out a comment sheet and drop it into the comment box 

• Visit the project web site at www.bfloconventioncenter.ene.com regularly 

You may also provide written comments at a later date. However, all comments must be postmarked by April 24,2001 
in order to be considered in the enviro nm ental study. Written comments should be submitted to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor Rath Building 
95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT MEETING 

FEEDBACK 


Thank you for attending the new Buffalo Convention Center open house. Please help make future 
meetings more productive by responding to the following questions: 


1. Did you look at the displays? 

□ YES □ NO 

2. Did you get the information you needed to formulate questions/comments? 

□ YES. □ NO 

3. Did the people at the displays respond to your questions? 

□ YES □ NO 


4. Did you provide comments? 

□ YES □ NO 

5. If yes, which format did you use? 

I*"! Comment sheets 

□ Verbal 

[~l Laptop computer 

6. Did you like the open house format? 

□ YES □ NO 

7. Any additional comments? 


8. Would you like to be put on the mailing list? if yes, please provide: 

Name __ 

Address .—- 


Email 


02.001288 SCO? 01 /mesiin§.. . COB ■ 0/23/01 • >3 RA 


A-37 
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Introduction 

The County of Erie, as lead agency, is preparing an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to evaluate the 
environmental, economic, and social impacts of the 
New Buffalo Convention Center Project. The EIS will be 
prepared in accordance with the requirements of the 
State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) Act and 
focus on the impacts of the construction 
of a new convention center. Currently the 
preferred location for the new 
convention center is known as the 
Mohawk Site. It is an 11 -acre site in 
downtown Buffalo, New York, generally 
bounded by Main Street on the west, 

Huron Street on the north. Elm Street on 
the east, and Broadway on the south. 

Background 

Erie County owns and operates the 
existing Buffalo Convention Center on 
Franklin Street, a 180,000 square foot two-story 
building with a 63,000 square foot main exhibition 
floor on the upper level. It has been determined that 
the existing convention center is no longer adequate 
and cannot competitively meet the area's present and 
future convention needs. Exhibition floor size is limited, 
there is no on-site parking within the existing center, 
and the closest hotel is the 395-room Hyatt Regency, 
which is linked to the convention center by a second- 
level pedestrian bridge. In order to remain competitive 
with other cities in attracting high-quality conventions, 
enlargement and improvement of the existing 
convention center or construction of a new convention 
center needs to occur. 

Proposed Project Description 

The County of Erie is preparing an EIS to evaluate the 
construction of a 400,000 to 425,000 gross square 
foot convention center with a 125,000 square foot 


main exhibit hall, as well as construction of a 
minimum 1,250-space parking facility. Also included 
in the EIS will be an evaluation of the potential to 
accommodate a ''headquarters-quality" hotel within or 
adjacent to the project site. 

Project Site and Alternatives 

Through a series of studies evaluating 
and ranking sites in downtown Buffalo, 
the County has determined three project 
sites will initially be evaluated in the EIS. 
They include: 

Mohawk Site 

The Mohawk Site is currently the 
preferred location for construction of a 
new convention center. It is an 11 -acre 
site in downtown Buffalo bounded by 
Main Street on the west, Huron Street 
on the north. Elm Street on the east, 
and Broadway on the south. 

Waterfront Site 

The Waterfront Site is a 9.4-acre site located behind 
the HSBC Atrium Building and is generally bounded 
by Scott Street on north, Mississippi Street on the 
south, and Washington Street on the west. 

Expansion/Renovation of the Existing 
Convention Center 

The existing convention center is bounded by Court 
Street on the south, Franklin Street on the west, 
Mohawk Street on the north, and Pearl Street on the 
east. 

No Action 

The County will also assess the no-action alternative. 
This alternative will measure the impacts of not 
constructing a new convention center or renovating 
the existing center. 
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What is an ElS and Why Prepare 
One? 

An EIS is a detailed study of the environmental 
consequences of a major action. A typical EIS includes 
a description of the following: 

• Purpose and Need for Action 

• Alternatives to Be Evaluated 

• Affected Environment 

• Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 



Transportation 

Will existing street patterns change? How much 
additional traffic will be generated? How will 
existing parking be impacted? 



Convention Center 

If a new Convention Center is built, what are the 
options for reusing the old Center. What are the costs 
associated with each reuse option? Should the old 
site be demolished? 


• Permits and Approvals 


Public Participation 


The State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) Ad 
requires that an EIS be prepared 
when an agency proposes a plan or 
projed that could impad the 
environment in a significant way or 
that is considered controversial. 

In the EIS, the County must consider 
several alternatives for implementing 
proposed plan and present the 
environmental consequences of each 
alternative. When preparing an EIS, the agency must 
also invite review and comment from other federal, 
state, and local agencies and the public. 

What Will Be Evaluated in the EIS 

At a minimum, the EIS for the New Buffalo Convention 
Center will evaluate the following major impad areas: 


SEQR provides opportunities for public involvement at key 
stages throughout the EIS process, 
beginning with tonight's 
Open House. Following tonight's meeting, 
preparation of the Draft EIS (DEIS) will 
begin. The DEIS will take approximately 
five to six months to complete and will be 
made available to the public and 
government agencies for review and 
comment. 

A formal public hearing will then be scheduled to 
establish a review period to give individuals an 
opportunity to present their comments on the DEIS. 

Public and agency comments will be addressed in the 
final EIS. In addition, the county will maintain a website 
at www.bfloconventioncenter.ene.com for access to 
public information and opportunities to comment. 





Social and Economic Issues 

What will the overall economic impad of a 
new convention center be on the City and 
region? How much will it cost? How much money will 
it bring in? How many jobs will be created? 

Urban Design and Aesthetic Resources 

Will the construdion of the facility preclude 
other potential commercial or residential 
development? What buildings would be displaced or 
relocated? What will the new Convention Center look 
like? Will the design be consistent with other buildings 
downtown? What will be the style of design? 

Cultural, Historic, and Archaeological 
Resources 

Will the construdion of a new Convention 
Center impad any significant historic or architedural 
resources in the vicinity of the projed alternatives? 



Project Schedule 

The anticipated EIS Projed Schedule is as follows: 


Scaping 

March 27 Public Findings 

2001 Hearing Statement 



Preparation of DEIS Preparation 
of the FEIS 


Questions concerning SEQR and/or written comments 
on the scope of the EIS should be direded to the 
following address: 

. Michael Krasner, AICP, Senior Planner 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building 
95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 



02:001286 EC02 01 
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Public Input 

The Draft EIS is made available for public 
REVIEW FOR A MINIMUM OF 45 DAYS 

Federal, state, and local agencies, as well as interested 
members of the public, are invited to provide comments 
on the Draft EIS. The County of Erie will hold a \ 
public hearing to receive comments from the public. \ 

An announcement of the public hearing is usually 
published with the NOC of the Draft EIS. Reviewing i 
agencies and members cf the public may also provide 
written input. Public comments will also be received 
through the web site at www.bfloconventioncenter.ene.com. ; 

i 

Final EIS 

The Final EIS documents the comments received ! 
on the Draft EIS, and includes a response to all j 

RELEVANT COMMENTS ! 

I 

Responses may include modifying or developing new 
alternatives to the proposed action; supplementing 
improving or modifying the analyses; and factual 
corrections. 

i 

Findings Statement 

The formal findings reached on the proposed 
action by Erie County, published a minimum of 30 i 
DAYS AFTER THE NOC OF THE FINAL EIS 

The Findings Statement will be published in the Buffalo News, | 

i 

and copies will be provided to appropriate agencies, organha- ! 
tions, and individuals. The issue of a Findings Statement com- | 
pletes the EIS process. ' \ 


Public Participation _ j 

SEQR provides opportunities for public involvement during the 
EIS process. At the scoping meeting, the public is requested to 
provide input into the scope of issues to be addressed in the 
EIS. Issues of concern should be stated during the scoping meet- ; 
ing or provided in writing during the public comment period. 
Comments should clearly describe specific issues or topics that 
an individual believes the EIS should address. | 

After the draft EIS is prepared, it will be made available for pub- j 
lie and government agency review. The public will be requested j 
to review the EIS and provide comments on the study in writing j 
or during public hearings. The date and time of the public hear¬ 
ing will be announced in the Buffaln News and Business First. The 
County of Erie will consider the comments and address them in ! 
the Final EIS, which will also be made available to the public. 

When the County has reached a final decision on the proposed ■ 
action, it will prepare a Findings Statement, which will be pub¬ 
lished in local newspapers. 

Please regularly visit the project website, 

www.bfloconventioncenter.cne.com, for updated project infor¬ 
mation, available reports, and provide your comments. 1 


For FURTHER INFORMATION 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor Rath Building 
95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 
(716) 858-6086 


The SEQR Process 

and the New Buffalo 
Convention Center 

The NEW YORK STATE ENVIRONMENTAL 
QUALITY REVIEW ACT of1978 (SEQR) 
established an environmental review process for actions 
that are directly undertaken, funded or approved by 
local, regional, and state agencies. 



(Conceptual illustration only - actual design has not been determined] 

SEQR requires a systematic, interdisciplinary 
approach to environmental review to allow for possible 
modifications to the proposed action to avoid impacts 
on the environment. Coordination and review of the 
SEQR process is the responsibility of the lead agency, 
which is the government entity directly responsible for 
the implementation, permitting and!or funding of the 
proposedproject. 


















The primary tool of the SEQR process is the 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS). If 
it is determined that a proposed action may have a signifi¬ 
cant impact on the environment, an EIS is prepared to ex¬ 
plore ways to mitigate environmental impacts or to iden¬ 
tify and review more acceptable alternatives. 

The County of Erie (the County) was designated as lead 
agency and has authorized the preparation of an EIS. The 
County has undertaken responsibility for coordinating re¬ 
view of the project and for ensuring that the environmen¬ 
tal considerations of SEQR are included in project plan¬ 
ning and the decision-making process. 

Environmental 
Review Process 

Notice of Intent (NOI) to Prepare an EIS 

A REQUIRED NOTICE THAT ANNOUNCES THE COUNTY'S 
INTENT TO PREPARE A EIS 

The NOI formally opens the public scoping process. The 
NOI was published in the ENVIRONMENTAL 




Scoping 

An early and open process for determining the 

SCOPE OF ISSUES AND IDENTIFYING THE SIGNIFICANT 
ISSUES RELATED TO A PROPOSED ACTION 

Federal, state, and local agencies and members of the 
public are encouraged to provide input. Public Scoping 
meetings are often arranged to provide an opportunity 
for members of the public to comment on the issues that 
need to be addressed in the EIS. Scoping is generally 
conducted over a period of 30 to 60 days. 

Draft EIS 

The draft report that documents the complete 

AND COMPREHENSIVE ANALYSIS OF THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED 
ACTION 

The draft EIS includes a description of the proposed 
action and the purpose and need for the proposed 
action; the criteria for determining the range of 
reasonable alternatives for implementing the proposed 
action; the existing environmental conditions where the 
proposed action would take place; and the 
environmental consequences of the proposed action. 

The Draft EIS may be supported by various 
environmental studies and analyses. 

Notice of Completion (NOC) 

A FORMAL NOTICE PLACED IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL 

Notice Bulletin by the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation 
that a Draft EIS or a Final EIS is available 

FOR REVIEW 

The County also publishes an NOC in local 
newspapers in the area of the proposed action. 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 
——AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print):___ 

Agency/Organization:____ 

Address:_ 


Email:_ 

Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


■ PROPOSED ACTION ■ ALTERNATIVES 








■DEVELOPMENT - ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 

OBJECTIVES GREEN DESIGN 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 

These development objectives include the 
following: 

1 . Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11 . Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 

--—— Please identify factors that should be used in 

evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
_ - ~~ sites for location and operation of the 

___ : Convention Center. 
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Open House Displays 
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Open House Photos 
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> New Buffalo Convention Center Scoping Meeting 

March 27, 2001 
Buffalo Convention Center 
Buffalo, NY 
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New Buffalo Convention Center Scoping Meeting 

March 27, 2001 
Buffalo Convention Center 
Buffalo, NY 



A-61 
















































02.001288_EC02-01-B0687 
R_Scoping Sunumry.doc-OS/Ol/Ol 


Greater Buffalo Convention 
and Visitors Bureau Handout 
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The Case for a 
New Buffalo 
Convention Center 


A Key to Buffalo’s Economic Growth 
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GREATER. BUFE\LO 
CONVENTION & 
VISITORS BUREAU' 
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Time is of the essence. 
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A new convention center is perhaps the single most immediate 
opportunity to bring “new money 9 ’ into our community. 

Convention centers establish destinations for visitors from outside the area, visitors 
who spend significant amounts of money during their stay. The significant impact 
of this activity on Western New York’s economy is the primary rationale for public 
sector involvement in the development of a new, larger convention center. 

The KPMG Economic and Fiscal Impact Study (February 2000) specifically 
identified the following benefits: 

Economic lmpact...Visitors coming to Western New York through convention-related 
activities will generate an annual economic impact in excess of $112 million. 

Jobs...The new convention center will generate in excess of 1,200 new permanent 
jobs and over 1,500 construction-related jobs in Western New York. The permanent 
jobs being created would be largely service sector jobs. According to a study done by 
the Travel Industry of America (TLA), service sector earnings per hour are now more 
than the average for all private industry sectors. 

Fiscal lmpact...The convention center will generate $13.6 million in annual tax 
revenues from visitors to the area, nearly $9 million of which is incremental to the 
new facility. 

Based on the total Investment of $150.7 million in a new convention center and 
an “annual return” on that investment of $112 million in economic impact, 
the community will realize a payback in less than 2 years. 


Buffalo has fallen behind its peer cities with respect to its 
ability to attract conventions and to generate the economic 
benefits of the burgeoning convention industry. 

Direct spending on conventions and trade shows throughout the United States in 
1999 was in excess of $ioo billion. To capture their share of the economic rewards 
generated by this $100 billion industry, many cities across North America have built 
new facilities or expanded their convention centers. These cities recognize that the 
positive economic Impact generated by an appropriately designed and marketed 
convention center more than justifies the investment to build the facility. 

Buffalo now ranks last among its national peers in the amount of prime exhibition 
space its center offers - compared to cities such as Columbus, Indianapolis, 
Providence, Milwaukee, Cleveland and Pittsburgh. Furthermore, the quality of the 
existing facility in Buffalo does not favorably compare to most of the state-of-the-art 
facilities offered in other cities. 

While Buffalo’s competitors in other cities have improved or expanded their convention 
centers in recent years, Buffalo has not. As a result, Buffalo has an extremely limited 
ability to attract the types of events and conventions that bring large numbers of people 
into the community and infuse new money into our economy. 
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Western Mew York's share of the convention industry 
will eventually deteriorate without a new convention center. 

The $20 million annual economic impact of Buffalo’s current convention center will be 
at risk without a new facility, most notably for these reasons: 

■ If Buffalo decides not to build a new convention center, this community will continue to 
lose market share because our competitive cities have larger, state-of-the-art facilities. 

■ As it ages, operating costs for the current convention center will continue to escalate. 

The increased maintenance will require additional operating subsidies as upkeep costs rise. 

■ The size and configuration of Buffalo’s current center will increasingly position it 

to compete, only for small-scale conventions willing to overlook our obsolete facility. 


With a larger convention center, Buffalo will 
successfully compete in the national market. 

In 1996, C.H. Johnson Consulting Inc. was engaged by the Western New York community 
(private and public sectors) to perform a market and feasibility study of Buffalo’s con¬ 
vention facilities. The consulting team surveyed a representative sample of trade show, 
convention and meeting professionals who have sponsored or planned events 
in Buffalo or other cities. The survey was designed to gauge the interest of meeting 
professionals in Buffalo as a location for their event(s). These professionals were 
selected to represent a cross-section of organizations and industries that hold events. 

Market research yielded the following observations about Western New York as a 
convention and trade show destination: 

■ Buffalo is geographically and strategically located for regional and 
national conventions. 

■ New York State lacks a significant venue outside of New York City, making 
the state “not competitive” in the national convention market. Many national 
associations have a strong membership from the state and there is “pent-up” 
demand for New York State. There are currently no convention center venues 
in the state with more than 100,000 square feet of exhibit space outside of 
New York City. 

■ In its early years, the new Buffalo convention center could attract 500,000 
people annually - providing significant economic impact and great exposure 
for Buffalo and New York State. 

■ There are approximately 750 convention groups that could be accommodated by 
the proposed new facility that currently cannot consider Buffalo with its existing 
convention center limitations. 

Based on market and physical demand projections, a new convention center should have 
an exhibit hall of 125,000 square feet. A convention center of that size will position 
Buffalo to capture a much larger segment of the convention and trade show industry. 
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Use Hohawk Site, which is krosadegi by Washington, 

Huron, Broadway and Oak Streets, ranked 
overwhelmingly higher than the other sites, 
including the Waterfront, as measured 
by the essential site criteria. 

Extensive research and study of nine sites for 
the new convention center was completed in 
December 1998. The analysis of each site was 
measured against objective “essential site criteria’’ 
established by those with expertise in designing, 
siting, marketing and managing convention 
centers. Among the experts were Cannon and 
SMG. The combined experience of these two 
firms includes more than 65 successful 
convention center projects. 

The Site Committee unanimously endorsed the 
consultants’ recommendation, as did the former 
county executive and the current mayor. The site 
recommendation also drew the support of the 
broad-based boards of the Buffalo Niagara 
Partnership, Buffalo Place, Buffalo Convention 
Center Management Corporation, Greater 
Buffalo Convention & Visitors Bureau and the 
Western New York Hotel/Motel Association, 
as well as the Erie County Legislature and 
the Buffalo Common Council. 



Nine sites were considered 



The Mohawk Site has the positive attributes that lead to 

a successful convention center. The Mohawk Site provides: 

■ Interconnectedness to a headquarters hotel 

■ Proximity to other supporting hotels 

■ On-site parking for 1,250 vehicles beneath 
the convention center 

■ Convenient access for trucks, buses, cars and taxis 

■ Location in the heart of the Theatre 
and Chippewa entertainment districts 

■ Excellent pedestrian access 

■ Ample adjacent land for private development 
and investment 

■ Sufficient lot size to accommodate both present 
needs and future expansion 

3 







Our central business district in its present form is a “ribbon” running from the Theatre 
District to HSBC Arena. The proposed site plan will bring “breadth” to downtown and 
create critical mass in the central downtown district. Unlike the “concrete boxes” typical 
of past generations of convention center design, the new facility will create a vibrant 
streetscape in what is now a blighted area. A plaza, covered walkways, street level retail 
and a “see through” design strategy will create a revitalized streetscape even when the 
convention center is not in use. In fact, the proposed design opens up more public space 
and will allow some previously hidden architecture, such as the Niagara Mohawk 
Building, to be showcased. 
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Convention center design and construction costs for the 
building program were estimated in 2000 at approximately 
$ 1150.7 million. Delays will only increase the cost 

I. Site Costs 

Land Acquisition.$ 12,000,000 

Relocation Cost.$ 2,100,000 

Hazardous Material Removal Allowance, Building Demolition, 

Utility Relocations & Site Clearing...$ 5,400,000 

Subtotal: Site Costs.$ 19,500.000 

II. Construction Costs . .$ 78,400,000 

III. Ancillary Construction 

Public Square/Streetscape . $ 1,100,000 

Link to Convention Center Hotel.$ 2,700,000 

Retail/Business at Street Level.$ 2,000,000 

Structured Parking (650 spaces) ......$ 10,000,000 

Mohawk Ramp Replacement Parking (600 spaces).$ 7,400,000 

Subtotal: Ancillary Construction .$ 23,200,000 

IV. Other Costs 

Furnishings, Fixtures & Equipment. $ 7,200,000 

Testing & Inspection...$ 500,000 

Design, Engineering, Other Professional Fees ..$ 8,200,000 

Subtotal: Other Costs .$ 15,900,000 

V. Project Contingency Costs (10%) .$ 13,700,000 

Projected Total Cost $150,700,000 
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This investment benefits the community .as a whole, 
with $112 million in annual economic impact ami an 
additional $ 13.6 million in annual taxes. 

People who are directly Involved with the convention industry and those who service 
those businesses will receive a direct economic benefit. For example, a restaurant that 
serves convention visitors will need more food products, better computer systems and 
more equipment, which means they need to acquire these items from other vendors, 
who will need to purchase goods and services from other vendors, and so on. Detailed 
economic impact numbers are included in the KPMG study. 

Additional tax dollars mean the government will have more discretionary income 
to utilize for needs such as schools, fire departments and other vital services. With 
the ever-decreasing tax base our region has experienced over the last decade, the 
convention center will provide a source of increasing tax revenue that is not dependent 
on local residents. 

Building the center now will also create good-paying construction jobs. With projects like 
the convention center, the Peace Bridge and the Adelphia/Inner Harbor development, we 
can keep our valuable skilled labor employed here. 

Finally, those who will lose their property to the new convention center are currently 
operating their businesses in antiquated, technologically deficient buildings which are 
nearly impossible to sell and even less likely to be refurbished. By building nqw, we will 
be throwing these businesses a lifeline that will provide them with the opportunity to 
better succeed in the future. 


The time is now. 


> 

Sources: KPMG Economic and Fiscal Impact Study (Feb. '00); Cannon/SMG New Buffalo Convention Center Site Selection Study (Nov. '98); 
C.H. Johnson Consulting, Inc. Greater Buffalo Convention & Visitors Bureau Convention Center Feasibility Study (Dec. '97 ); TTA Study, 

“A Portrait of Travel Industry Employment In the U.S. Economy" (1998); and International Association of Convention & Visitor Bureaus (2000). 
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In 1998, Milwaukee opened Phase I of it’s new, state-of-the-art convention center to the cheers 
of the local community. Constructed in a Flemish Renaissance-style of architecture echoing the 
city's European immigrant history, Milwaukee’s Midwest Express Center has been embraced by 
the community business leaders and national convention and meeting planners. Phase I 
included 126,000 square feet of exhibit space and a 37,000 square foot ballroom. Phase II 
opened in January 2000, expanding the Center to 186,000 square feet of exhibit space. 

The overwhelming success of the new convention center has already prompted a feasibility 
study to expand the Center to 285,000 square feet of exhibit space. 

Recognizing the huge economic opportunities available through a thriving convention 
industry, the leadership of Milwaukee has used the new convention center as the 
catalyst for economic revitalization. 

Since the new Milwaukee Convention Center opened in July of 1998: 

■ Greater Milwaukee CVB representatives confirm that overall convention bookings have 
increased 50% due to the new convention center 

■ The projected annual economic impact of the new center (Phase I)- originally estimated 
to be $100 million - is now estimated to be in excess of $130 million annually 

■ More than 1,000,000 people passed through the doors of Milwaukee’s Midwest 
Express Center during the first quarter of 1999 

■ Hotel room nights increased by more than 100,000 annually - from 136,000 in 
1995 to 238,000 for 2000 

■ Due to the increase in convention activity generated by the new convention center, 
an estimated 5,000 new hospitality industry jobs will be created in Milwaukee 

■ More than 700 new hotel rooms have been added to the downtown market 

■ Eleven new restaurants opened in preparation for the opening of the new convention 
center. Convention delegates meeting in Milwaukee’s new convention center help support 
more than 130 downtown restaurants 


Milwaukee's Midwest 
Express Center 
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Citizens for Common 
Sense Handouts 
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• That building a new convention 
center in the proposed location 
would involve demolishing 
thirty-five buildings, displacing 
dozens of businesses employing 
several hundred people, and 
depriving the City of Buffalo of 
nearly half a million dollars in 
property tax annually? 

• That no net economic benefit 
will accrue to the community if 
the convention center is built at 
the Electric District - even if the 
Convention and Visitor’s 
Bureau’s dubious economic 
projections turn out to be accu¬ 
rate? 

• That one of the consulting firms 
that recommended the Electric 
District site across from the 
Hyatt is 50% owned by Hyatt 
Hotels and Resorts? 

• That a public subsidy of over 
$125,000 will be required to 
subsidize each new job created 
by the CVB’s new convention 
center? 

• That even those cities with 
downtown convention centers 


that are enjoying increased numbers 
of convention attendees are continu¬ 
ing to see declines in downtown 
retail and economic activity? 

• That contrary to what the community 
has been told, Meetings & Conven¬ 
tions, the industry trade publication, 
has shown no pattern of growth in 
convention attendance? 

• That the Director of the Buffalo 
Convention Center admitted to the 
Buffalo News last spring “I’ve been 
in this business a long time now, and 
I can tell you the pie isn’t getting any 
bigger”? 

• That convention center feasibility 
studies have consistently and demon¬ 
strably overestimated the demand for 
convention space? 

• That investing in a new convention 
center moves our community away 
from a vibrant, bustling, 24-hour 
downtown? 

There are cheaper, smarter, better invest¬ 
ments we could be making in Downtown 
Buffalo right now that would move us 
closer to having a vibrant 24-hour down¬ 
town, and Citizens for Common Sense 
would like to tell you about them! 


Citizens 

for 

Common Sense 
asks: 

Do 

you 

know... 



Citizens for Common Sense is a 
not-for-profit organization of 
Western New Yorkers dedicated 
to creating a vibrant, exciting, 
regional center in downtown 
Buffalo. 

We are made up of citizens, 
residents, business owners, 
property owners, architects, 
urban planners, students, par¬ 
ents, teachers, and many others. 
In short, we are and represent a 
diverse range of people dedi¬ 
cated to ensuring that no longer 
will the same people make the 
same decisions that have fur¬ 
thered the decline of Downtown 
Buffalo for the last thirty years. 

We advocate open process, 
sustainable development, and 
smart use of our existing re¬ 
sources - whether they be build¬ 
ings, people, businesses, cultural 
and physical physical heritage or 
streets. 

We are determined to save the 
five blocks known as the Elec¬ 
tric District (called the Mohawk 
Site by the Convention and 
Visitor’s Bureau) as a physical 


and economic resource. Current 
proposals to build a new down¬ 
town convention center on this 
site have been made behind closed 
doors, have involved almost no 
public input, will destroy thirty- 
five downtown buildings, and will 
be a waste of our resources. It 
will displace several dozen down¬ 
town businesses (indeed, has 
already displaced half a dozen), 
further encroach on the Ellicott 
Street Plan, and cut off the East 
Side of Buffalo from downtown. 

If you would like to see commu¬ 
nity decisions removed from the 
back rooms so that we can enjoy 
more opportunities for success 
like the Peace Bridge process and 
the Inner Harbor, join Citizens for 
Common Sense by sending in this 
membership form. Membership is 
free, but your donation will help 
offset mailing costs, allow us to 
bring in national speakers, con¬ 
tinue to oppose destroying the . 
Electric District to build a new 
convention center, and bring in a 
nationally known consultant to 
study the feasibility of investing 
in a mixed-use neighborhood at 
the Electric District. 


Join us by filling in this slip 
and sending it back to us at: 

Citizens for Common Sense, 
11 Summer Street, Buffalo, 
New York 14209. You can 
also reach us through our 
website at: 

buffaloconventioncenter.org 

Name:_ 

Address: 


Email address: 


Please join Citizens for 
Common Sense and help 
build a vibrant and sustain¬ 
able Downtown Buffalo! 



A “blighted” building in the Elec¬ 
tric District. 
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T his is thefirst in a series of arti¬ 
cles about the convention cen¬ 
ter controversy to appear over 
the next taro months. This first 
article addresses' why it even 
matters whether and where hie build a . con¬ 
vention center. . 

A job brought me to Buffalo. The city- 
keeps me here: 

I've lived in sonic'pretty nice places; five 
years of student life in the middle of 
Boston, a dly known-rat least to itsclf-as 
the Hub of the Universe: a year working 
in the far north of Sweden, at the end of 


by arc lined with 100-ycar-old maple 
and oak trees, behind which are hand¬ 
some houses built to last and residents 
who take great pride in their flower gar¬ 
dens. Where else could 1 find all this? 
Maybe a few neighborhoods in 
Manhattan, but there, an assistant pro- 
I lessor's salary would cover, at best, a 
| basement shoebox barely able to hold 
my books, instead of a 19th Century 
bank president's residence. 


When my parems-who did grow up in 
New York Gty-lasi visited, my mom 
couldn't get enough of walking around 
the neighborhood. She's lived in the 


the world: later, eight years in Madison, . suburbs for forty-five years, and had for- 


Wisconsin, in another world altogether 
(a popular post card, merging a NASA 
photo with the Madison skyline, is cap¬ 
tioned “Earth as seen from Madison"; 
an annoyed official once called the 
place "a 23-squarc-mile island surround¬ 
ed by reality”). From big city life to 
forested wonderland to stubbornly pro¬ 
gressive model villagc...all delightful, 
but none prompted the- emotional 
attachment Buffalo has. 


Maybe it lakes an outsider to appreciate 
Buffalo. Among my colleagues at UB. 
it's mostly the newcomers and orn-of- 
towners that'choose to commute from 
downtown’ and babble on about how 
glad we arc to live here. Those from 
WNY seem to see only what's been lost 
over the years, not what's still here and 
the potential for rebuilding. 


And what is here that's so special? No 

single thing. tsssMiuu. 

Buffalo has ! 

amenities; within |jj|: 


gotten what she left behind. An urban 
neighborhood is a singular kind of 
place, an assemblage of diverse ele¬ 
ments in dynamic balance, The people, 
the buildings, the landscapes, the activi¬ 
ties—each are just similar enough to. 
establish a distinctive identity, and’dif¬ 
ferent enough to remain slightly edgy 
and endlessly absorbing. Many commer¬ 
cial districts and suburbs offer only stul¬ 
tifying sameness; wealthier and less 
urban districts may offer variety, but 
within a single stratum and at a remove 
from public space. On my street, to 
Mom's delight, the houses are all differ¬ 
ent, yet close enough together and to 
the sidewalk for passersby to admire 
them—and chat with the porch-sitters. 

The once commonplace urban neigh¬ 
borhood, this intricate complex of dis¬ 
parate elements in creative tension, has 
nearly vanished 


a short walk of my 


home arc half .a BgBgjfS sSjSspfr 
dozen terrific and 
reasonably priced 

restaurants, rang- EnejgirS ssaj wtffi. 
ing from nouvelle 

to Continental to . §| j 

seafood to Indian ’ |r^gjj| 

rattiwt ;oi 
fee'beans, brewed 

coffee, wine, flow- im oui "111! 

ers, fresh pro- | 
duce. and entirely 
unclassifiable 

items. It has cultural resources for var¬ 
ied tastes; within two miles are the 
Albright-Knox Gallery, Ujima Theater 
Co., Kleiiihans Music Hall, Nietzsche’s, 
the sites of Shakespeare in the Park and 
the AHeptown Art Festival, several archi¬ 
tectural treasures, and many acres of 
Olmsted parkland. And the streets near¬ 


wmsmm 


from . the 

American scene. A 
growing national 
trend, however, 
involves rediscov¬ 
ering what the 
urban neighbor¬ 
hood offers. Since 
this unique envi¬ 
ronment abounds 
in Buffalo, wc 
have a tremen¬ 
dous resource, 
and one whose 
value is only going 
to become more 
dear over time. 




■a I'm not suggesting 
S^'IP swell here! Buffalo 

suffered tern. 

••- iaitw wSS aa ble losses—repeat- • 

illPsSaiS edly. Although it's 
a great place to 
live if you hate a 
decent job* all too 
m a n. y 
Buffalonians have neither an adequate 
income nor reasonable prospects of 
obtaining one any time soon. Perhaps 
the resulting underdog sums and 
potential ‘comeback* storyline are part 
of what appeals to transplants like me, 
but 1 r eali z e how segregated the city is. 




and what different conditions are faced 
by those living between Richmond Ave. 
and Main St. and by those to the east or 
west of that narrow slice. The social fab¬ 
ric and physical infrastructure of the 
rity have become appallingly frayed, 
partly through the capricious play of 
larger forces, but partly self-inflicted, via 
a series of stunningly bad ideas imposed 
over the decades by short-sighted, self- 
seeking, and imperiously hermetic local 
decision-makers. 


money to- better use, in light of the 
actual economics of convention ceo 
ters and the region's other needs. 


. • The critical issue of public involve 
□tent in decisions that affect us 
lessons from past calamities, and 
encouraging signs in the present 
(Twin Spaa, anyone?). 


Which brings us to the topic of this 
series. Tearing down a chunk of what 
remains of the downtown core to build 
a new convention center at the Mohawk 
.site would be another such blunder it 
would diminish exactly those urban 
qualities thatxonstitute Buffalo's great¬ 
est resource and have kindled my pas¬ 


sion for the city. 


ARTVOICE readers have already heard 
'a bit about the convention center pro¬ 
posal from other members of Gtizens 
for Gammon Sense; you’ll he hearing a 
lot more over die next couple of 
months. I'm writing to discuss the issues 
in more detail, and to explain why a 
bunch of busy people with-no direct 
stake in the outcome have opted to take 
on the full-time paid lobbyists who have 
loudly' proclaimed a "consensus" in 
favor of building at the Mohawk site. 


We're told a new convention center will 
bring tens of thousands of visitors who 
will spend millions of dollars. Of course, 
one has to wonder how pie numerous 
cities hoping to cash in with new con¬ 
vention centers will all increase their 
market shares simultaneously, and how 
many associations will choose to move 
their meetings from, say. New Orleans 
to Buffalo-especially between 
-November and March-and how local 
stores and restaurants are supposed to 
thrive on alternating deluges and 
droughts of customers, and how enclos¬ 
ing Ellicoa Street in a 800-foot-long tun¬ 
nel and walling off the East Side will 
"bring more people into downtown. And 
then' there's the matter of the Hyatt 
befog half-owner of the firm brought in 
itpxOnsult on the site placement study- 
a study which, not surprisingly, recom¬ 
mended a rite adjacent to the Hyatt (see 
the December 2, 1999 ARTVOICE, pp. 
10 - 11 ). 


Topics to be addressed in this series 
include: 


• What makes a healthy and vital urban 
neighborhood, and how the proposed 
project creates exactly the opposite. 


• The present economic contributions of 
the area slated for demolition (hint: 
more than the anticipated benefits of 
the convention center), and its even 
greater potential value under a more 
sensible development plan. 


• Why, if the proposal's such a terri-' 
ble idea, the supporters are pushing 
for it from the simply misinformed 
to the nakedly self-interested. 


• Alternatives to building at the 
. Mohawk rite: building if somewhere 
elsc-or not at aQ, and putting the 


Look, Buffalo went through this twenty- 
five years ago, when part of the down¬ 
town-core was cleared to build the cur¬ 
rent convention center. That center is a 
money-loser, and the sun * .unding busi¬ 
nesses, far from reaping a --. indfall, have 
.been wiped out We were promised 
demand for hotel space would soar, and 
3,000 additional rooms would be need¬ 
ed. Instead, the Staffer soon failed, 
despite-if not because of-iis proximity 
to the convention center, and today 
downtown has 77 fewer hotel rooms than 
before the center began operating. We 
were promised an enormous expansion 
in business opportunities. Instead, the 
businesses formerly on the rite were 
scattered to the winds (some moved to 
the suburbs, some left the area alto¬ 
gether, some, simply cashed out, and a 
few relocated .elsewhere ip,downtown 
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THE CONVENTION CENTER FOLLIES 

A Municipal Affair 


BY HANK BROMLEY 


(Thiz is the second in a series of articles about 
the convention center controversy. Previous 
articles in the series are available at 
http://ummi.gse.buffalo.edu/fas/broniley/CC 

s/.j 


Urban health and vitality 


Take a nice long walk along Elmwood 
Avenue, for, say, half an hour. What do 
you see? People: working, shopping, 


exercising, eating, playing, resting, and 
just strolling. People watching the other' 


people. Houses, apartments, stores, 
restaurants, banks, libraries' (for now, 
anyway), churches, parks. Rich people 
and poor, old and young*, locals, subur¬ 
banites, and out-of-towners; every race 
and ethnicity. Pedestrians, bicycles, cats, 
buses. In short, a little of everything - 
any time of day, any day of the week, in 
all weather. Elmwood Avenue never 
sleeps. 


Cities are particular. kinds of places. 
Traits that may be perfectly salutary 
elsewhere can be devastating in urban 
centers; what they need is not the same 
as what suburbs or small towns need. 
Streetscapes- at odds with how cities 
actually function, no matter how attrac¬ 
tive on paper, and how successful they, 
might be elsewhere, will only wreck an 
urban neighborhood*. 


Pedestrians are the lifeblood of dties. 
They sustain retail- businesses, their 
presence makes; the streets safe, and - 
once you have enough of them - they 
serve, in themselves, as an attraction to 
yet more people: 


Now try walking alongside the current, 
convention center,* on Pearl or. 
Franklin. Not so entertaining, is it? 
Where'd all the people go? Half an 
hour seems awfully long - this street 
never wakes. * 


Why are these two places so different? 
Oddly enough, there are for more peo¬ 
ple per acre downtown (at least during 
weekdays) than along Elmwood. Why 
are the sidewalks so empty? What do 
vibrant streetscapes like the Elmwood 
strip, most of Hertel Avenue, Main 
Street in University Heights, and all 
thosequainttowns where people love to 
spend;their vacations have in common, 
that the'perimeter :of the convention 


And what land of built environment 
brines out the .pedestrians in sufficient 
numbers to support shops and restau¬ 
rants; (which,.in .turn, attract more peo¬ 
ple), keep the neighborhood safe, and 
make a location feel as though it is 
someplace-bringing yet more people to 
the streets, in a mutually reinforcing 
cycle? What is the foundation for urban 
vitality? 


Jane Jacobs' classic text. The Death and 
Life of Great American Cities, constitutes 
the long answer to that question. Read 
it. Please. Then see how resistant you 
become to misconceived development 
schemes. 


that the'perimeter :of the convention 
center doesn't share? 


Until then, a short answer is density arid 
diversity: 







Generating the steady stream of round- 
the-clock, heterogeneous pedes¬ 
trian traffic that feeds an 
Elmwood strip requires lots of 
destinations that different kinds 
of people want-and need-to 
. visit, at different times pf day. 
Purely residential neighbor- 
...hoods tend to be active in the 
-morning and evening, and com¬ 
pletely dead in between; office 
space generates traffic just 
before and after the work day 
and during lunch; bars populate 
the streets late at night, etc. 
Keeping the streets lively 
depends on “mixed use," with all 
sorts of destinations inter¬ 
spersed. A coffeehouse next 
door to a sports bar may draw 
largely separate clienteles, but 
each still benefits from the pres¬ 
ence of the other, even were the 
customers of one never to enter 
the other: the added traffic, 
whether stopping in or passing 
by, still makes the sidewalk both 
safer and more interesting to be 
on (or watch through the win¬ 
dow while sipping cappuccino). 


While many building uses can 
contribute, some are particularly 
efficient at generating pedestri¬ 
an traffic. Relative to their size, 
retail outlets and food service are 


especially pro¬ 
lific. Urban 


geographers 
have exhaus¬ 
tively measured 
“trip genera¬ 
tion" for differ¬ 
ent kinds of 
structures. In 
Urban Space for 
Pedestrians 
(Boris 
Pushkarev and 
Jeffrey M. 

Zupan), for 
instance, tables 
show resident 
tial structures 
generating 
about 10 trips 
(entrances or 
exits) a day per 1< 
about 10-50, restaurants -about 200 
department stores about 250,. fast food 
outlets about 500, and one supermarket 
a stunning 536 daily trips per 1000 st). ft. 
.Publicly accessible services clearly gen¬ 
erate many . more trips than offices or 
residences, and are essential to achieve 
the necessary volume of pedestrian traf¬ 
fic. But again, a healthy district requires 
a broad mix of building uses in order to 
spread the traffic around the day and 
'week. 



traffic that would otherwise flow past it 
thus severing the links among its neigh 
bon. Even without the panting lot, s 
single building whose scale is out oi 
keeping with the neighborhood car 
pose an equally forbidding barrier sim¬ 
ply'by virtue of its size, despite retaining 
an unbroken facade, flush with the side 
walk. A lengthy stretch of monotony i: 
just as ruinous as empty space 


The various destinations must be 
packed closely together, so that the* 
dead space" between pedestrian- 
attracting destinations is short enough 
to facilitate crossing to the next island 
of interest - thereby incorporating 
even the dead space into the flow of 
pedestrian traffic. This is one of the key 
differences between the needs of urban 
and suburban places: lots of open space 
between- buildings may .be visually 
appealing and perfectly ninctional in a 
setting where everyone drives to each 
destination, but in an. urban neighbor¬ 
hood it only obstructs the pedestrian 
flow that's essential for all the destina¬ 
tions to mutually suppori one another. 
An unbroken street facade is best. 
Think again of Elmwood Avenue, with 
its continuous storefronts, a fresh one 
every twenty feel or so, and all directly 
abutting the sidewalk: perfect for keep¬ 
ing your interest and leading you past¬ 
or to-many attractions besides your 
planned destination. 


So urban vitality depends on dense!) 
packed, mixed-use structures, varying 
in type and size but moderate in scale. A 
mixture of building ages and conditions 
is, however, equally important: varied 
require varied operating expenses. 
A healthy urban neighborhood actually 
needs an ample supply of low-rent space 
in relatively rundown -quarters - they 
constitute an incubator for fledgling 
and innovative -ventures (which until 
more fully established cannot afford die 
-higher overhead of finer quarters) and 
a point. Of entry for - lower income 
renters. Building stock all of the same 
age ahd quality, by imposing a uniform 
cost structure, inhibits divertin' of use 
and population, and thereby threatens 
the long-term Viability of the neighbor¬ 
hood. 


Now what happens when you reach a 
detached building set behind a large 
street-front parking lot? That parking 
lot may be attractive to the passing 
motorist, but it's the kiss of death for 
pedestrian traffic. If we must have the 
parking, put it behind the building, and 
leave the street facade intacL Or build a 
parking structure directly on the street, 
perhaps with retail space on the ground 
floor. The setback not only suppresses 
pedestrian traffic to the building itself, 
but the gap it creates terminates the 


The street layout itself also shapes activ¬ 
ity within the district. Short blocks and 
frequent comers offer multiple possible 
paths into, out of and through the 
neighborhood. Multiple paths through 
the area mean a person can vary the 
route of routine trips between, say, 
home and work, thus bringing a wider 
variety of people past each location, 
(and into contact with each other), 
enabling a given population to support 
a more diverse range'of establishments. 
Multiple paths into and out of the area 
better integrate it with the immediate 
surroundings. Imagine how different 
the Elmwood strip would be if it were 
one long block, accessible only from 
either-end, lacking the frequent side 
streets knitting the primarily commer¬ 
cial avenue itself together with the pri¬ 
marily residential adjacent streets. 
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THE CONVENTION 
FOLLIES, PART 3: 

"Blight" or 
"Opportunity"? 

BY HANK BROMLEY 


(This is the third m a sms of-articles about 
the convention center c ontrove rsy. Previous 
articles in the series are available at 
http://unuw.gse. buffalo. edu/fas/bromley/C 
CS/.J. 

Part 2 of this series (in the February 10 
Artvoice) discussed how ramming a 
new convention center into the 
Electric District (Mohawk site) would 
further diminish the vitality of down¬ 
town Buffalo. As we should have 
learned from our last convention cen-' 
ter, massive single-use structures with 
intermittent usage pauems effectively 
dissipate the constant pedestrian flow 
so critical for generating a vibrant 
streetscape and sustaining local busi- \ 
nesses. j 

If that's what Citizens for Common j 
Sense is against, what are we for? Are ; 
we simply fault-Fmders, zealously j 
opposing all progress, just to be con- j 
trary, or do we .have something better I 
to suggest? We do - something more 1 
readily attainable .and healthier for j 
downtown, while building on the j 
unique characteristics of what's j 
already in the district. 

At the February 15 convention center | 
debate, when the Electric District was j 
called a blighted area, Mark Goldman | 
aptly . observed that 'one person's ! 
’blight" is another's "opportunity.” ‘ 
Such out-of-favor areas as Miami's 
South Beach and Manhattan's SoHo 
were similarly denigrated - just before 
becoming the liveliest neighborhoods, 
and most hotly pursued real estate 
around. That's no accident: the very 
characteristics that evoked disparage¬ 
ment provided the foundation for 
resurgence. Old, wom-down build¬ 
ings, high vacancy, rates, and low real 
estate values are a perfect environ¬ 
ment for housing creative folks of lim¬ 
ited means, and supporting innovative 
ventures operating on a shoestring. 
Cheap rent and soulful buildings - full 
of character but just shabby enough'to 
encourage ad hoc alteration - are fer¬ 
tile ground for ingenuity. And cheap 
space in slightly faded buildings with 
character is exactly what the Electric 
District offers. 

The status quo 


Before, delving into how the Electric 
District’s full potential could be real¬ 
ized, consider first what’s already there 
- and how it compares to what we've 
been told a new convention center 
would bring. There are some 40-50 
buildings slated for demolition. (You 
can see an aerial photograph of most 
of the affected area at 
http://www.gse.buffiilo.edu/fas/brom 
ley/ccs/mohawk-jpg. The exact num¬ 
ber of buildings depends on whether 
we include those on land designated 
"for future expansion" in the conven¬ 
tion center plans.) The area contains 
about 35 businesses, and CCS member 
Daniel Sack canvassed every single one 
personally, determining that they 
employ about 600 full-time workers 
and generate sales of over $50 million 
anntally. Since Daniel's survey, the 
Holling Press has announced it will be 
closing down. The business could resume 
under different owners, but even if it simply 
ceases, that still leaves about 550full-time 
workers and close to $50 million in annual 
sales. 

Meanwhile the Johnson feasibility 
study projects that the impact of a new 
convention center would be an 
increase, beyond current convention- 
related economic activity, of 579 full¬ 
time-equivalent jobs in Erie County 
(616 statewide) and $32.9 million total 
economic benefit ($36.4 million 
statewide). The projections are likely 
overly optimistic - they assume the 
new facility would attract five times as 
many conventioneers as the current 
one, and include various indirect ben¬ 
efits I haven't added to the Electric 
District figures - but let's be generous 
and accept the projections at face 
value. That would still mean that in its 
unimproved, somewhat underutilized 
state, the Electric District is generating 
at least $10 million more economic 
activity annually right now than replac¬ 
ing the convention center would gen¬ 
erate. (You may have heard a figure of 
$58.7 million cited for the economic 
impact of a new convention center. 
The Johnson report estimates the 
statewide impact of activity at the cur¬ 
rent convention center to be $22.3 mil¬ 
lion. The projected increase of $36.4 
million would brij^gj^total statewide 


impact to $58.7 million - but we're' 
already gettinjg $22.3 million of that, 
without building a new center The 
report clearly indicates that the payoff- 
from the project would be the $36.4 
anticipated increase.) 

As for jobs, those •• current full-time k 
workers in the' Electric District areStf. 
averaging $30,000 a year, but conven¬ 
tion-related employment is largely 
food service, hotel, and retail work, 
paying little moire): .than minimum ' 
wage. Also, note that the Johnson 
report estimates job creation in terms 
of "full-time, equivalents," not jobs, igg, 
Those 600 FTE's might represent 1200 
half-time positions, or 2400 quarter- 
time ones. Most will be contingent,., 
part-time jobs, with short-lived peaks j: 
when a big meeting is in town arid' 
long gaps between calls. No . benefit, 
no security, and certainly no support¬ 
ing a - family on a half-time job at min¬ 
imum wage. A rather poor trade for 
550 full-time skilled positipns.-in print¬ 
ing and electribtl work. W 

. Convention center, proponents argue 
that the airrenttElectxic District j obs 
won’t-' be; lost -» 5 i ^ose;ibuMnes»aYwai!|||! 
simply ■ be £ relocated. The idea - dpt • f 
after 

employers '-wifcstaytin; 
relocate 'withih'-dcnra'^ipp,'- is-purefan-:^ 
tasy, but let's continue ^uigigenerous^ 
and assume that bntasy wrillriome true: 'W ] 
not a single current job lost, and all 
the new Mcjobs,' limited though they 
may be, come in addition to what jobs r®* 
are now available. . Now it's pretty.-' v 
attractive, right?, Mfell, at the cuiTei«i|||;- 
estimated' construction cost of $151 
million (and, speaking of bn tasy, does'.) ' 
anyone believe that figurenwon't rise .-a 
again before ail.-is said and done?), ® 
that comes to a-mere $251,667 per 
FTE. Let that sink in for a -momerit:v||. 
each -$7/hour temporary fast food job iL- 
created will cost a. quarter of a million 
dollars ircpublic funds; And that’s giv¬ 
ing the estimates every benefit of the d 
doubt. Dq.you suppose we can't find aj '.jf' 
better''tray!-to create/jobs withthat-If); 
money? Jtist last week, the Buffalo I 
Economic Renaissance Corporation 
announced that its assistance to pri- * ii;| 
vate employers during 1999 had 












Part 2 of this series discussed the criti¬ 
cal dependence of urban vitality on 
dense packing of diverse building uses, 
in order to populate the streets at all 
times of day. Piecemeal conversion of 
older structures, along with a modest 
amount of in-fill to. close the gaps.cre- 
ated by surface parking lots, is an 
excellent way to increase density and 
diversify building use by capitalizing 
on Buffalo's unique architectural her¬ 
itage, while retaining a wide enough 
range of building ages and conditions 
to welcome residents and businesses 
of varying means. Massive new con¬ 
struction-what jane Jacobs calls "cat¬ 
aclysmic money” - would pose a threat 
to diversity, tending to produce uni¬ 
form building use and cost structures. 
Rehabilitation also has the advantage, 
compared to new construction, of 
keeping more of the funds used to 
underwrite the work in circulation in 
the local economy; rehabilitation 
involves spending relatively more, on 
labor and less on materials, and labor 
is more likely to be supplied locally 
than are materials. 
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This emphasis on multiple, small-scale 
projects does not mean, incidentally, 
that government funding has no useful 
role. 1 am certainly not one to oppose 
all government involvement, on gener¬ 
al principles. Although promoting i 
megaprojects undermines diversity, 
government - at any level - can active¬ 


ly encourage healthy, diverse develop¬ 
ment through other means, by lower 
ing the threshold of wealth heeded to 
take up resi¬ 
dence or start a 
business in tar¬ 
geted areas. 

Instead of 
spending 5150- 
million to oblit¬ 
erate the 


its for greater long-te'rm stability and 
prosperity- of the community. Top 
executives of M&T Bank have taken a 
leading role in 
promoting the 
convention cen- 


E 1 ec trie 


District, 

county 


state could, for 



ter project. 

They could 
exercise a more 
beneficial form 
of leadership by 
directing some 
of the bank's 


instance, guar¬ 
antee or direct¬ 
ly provide loans 
(for moderately 
scaled purchas¬ 
es or rehabilita¬ 
tion) that pri¬ 
vate banks 

might deem 
insufficiently 
profitable. 

Banks, for that 
matter, could 
themselves con¬ 
tribute similar¬ 
ly. Numerous 
banks around the country have made 
community development a priority, 
they invest in a neighborhood by pro¬ 
viding loans below market rates or to . 
local residents with limited credit his- -- 
tories, thereby trading immediate prof¬ 


own resources 
to such' a com-' 
muniiy banking 
initiative in the 
Electric District. 
I would love the 
opportunity to 
commend diem 
heartily for it. 


Another gov- 
ernmental 
action that 
reduces the 
wealth thresh¬ 
old for living in 
a district, 
described above 
in both New 
York City and Providence, is to subsi¬ 
dize directly the rent of residents who 
contribute to the unique character of 
the area (artists, in this case). All kinds 
of subsidies and rent guarantees could 
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be used to promote a rich and vibrant 
cultural life in the Electric District. 


If these ideas seem rough or sketchy, 
consider the small fortune the 
Convention and Visitors Bureau has 
already spent commissioning the 
Johnson feasibility study and the 
Cannon/SMC site selection study. 
Given a fraction of those resources, we 
too could produce a polished plan, 
with detailed projections and enticing 
artists' renditions. Indeed, Clarion 
Associates of Chicago and Denver, a 
national leader in historically sensitive 
redevelopment, has provided a quote 
of less than $20,000 to generate an 
Electric District plan. If we're to have a 
genuinely public discussion of the con¬ 
vention center issue, shouldn't we level 
the field a bit? Unlike the CVB, we're' 
not funded by the hotel tax, so we can't 
afford that fee (or direct-mail cam¬ 
paigns and sponsorship of multiple 
spin-off advocacy groups). But should¬ 
n't we get to hear a second opinion 
before demolishing over 40 buildings 
and committing to a project on this 
scale? How about it. Mayor Masiello 
and County Executive Giambra? Isn't it 
worth $20,000 to find but about the . 
alternatives? What do you say? 


Hank Bromley teaches at the UB Graduate 
School of Education and is a member of 
Citizens for Common Sense.' He can be 
reached at hbromley@buffalo.edu. 
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(1999), analyzing economies as a form i 
of natural ecosystem, developing ! 
according to the same principles. j 

I recently had the opportunity to speak i 
with Jane Jacobs about her work, the i 
shared features of economies and ecolo- j 
gies, the nurturing and abuse of cities in ; 
general and Buffalo in particular, and ; 
convention centers; Tim Telman, exec- ! 
utive director of the Preservation ! 
Coalition of Erie County, joined us. j 
Following is a slightly condensed ver- ; 
sion of our conversation. 1 

[JJ-Jane Jacobs, HB*Hank Bromley, !. 
7T°7im Tielman. j j 

HB: I thought I'd start by asking how • 
you started writing about cities and what i 
makes them work. ' 

JJ: Well, 1 really, explain all that in the j 
Introduction to'The Death and Life of\ 
Gieo< American Ctties. In brief, I was work- i 
ing for an architectural magazine, and I ! 
became dismayed at how unrealistic the j 
plans that I was writing about were. I saw j 
that they didn’t really make very mag-.J 
netic or. attractive city areas; people ! 
seemed to shun them instead of enjoy- ! 
ing them. And then I was fortunate in ; 
having a good mentor who had -been ; 
thinking about the same things, the ! 
head worker of a settlement in East ! 
Harlem. And he got me thinking along j 
the lines of how city streets work. ■ 

HB: In ways that professional planners i 
hadn’t really been considering?- I 

JJ: No, they didn’t like the street. -J 
“Progress occurs funeral by funeral” | 

HB: What was the reception to Death j 
and Life when it first came out? I had • 
heard that it was initially treated quite { 
negatively by the professionals. ! 

JJ : Well, it divided into two startlingly ! 
different kinds of reception. I got a very ; 


good public reception. The planner: 
hated it. The architects were divided. 

HB: What determined , the nature of the 
division, which side one came down on 
among the architects? 

JOT* I used to' wonder about that, and 1 
decided there were foot people and car 
people. I treated that in the later 
Introduction I wrote for the Modem 
Library edition of Death and Life. 

[She wrote there that “foot people ," who prefet 
to walk,, found the book to co r ro bora t e then 
own— frequently detrained experiences, and 
responded 'enthusiastically, “Car people’ had 
no such reaction. Since architecture schools o] 
the time were vehemently anti foot, the foot 
people among the students found the book 
■wonderfully subversive,, as it exposed the 
umoorkability of the ideas behind the form oj 
education they were enduring. J 

JJ: What I’ve just explained, about the 
reception Of it, was for when it came 
oul It doesn't hold for now. There are 
' quite a lot of planners who like it now. 

HB: Yes, I was going to ask about that, as 
well. It’s been half a lifetime for you 
since you wrote that, and indeed for 
many of the readers an entire lifetime 
. since it was written— 

JJ: Yes, more than a lifetime— 

HB: So I was wondering what kinds of 
things have changed in that time.about 
your own understanding of the topics 
discussed there, and in the reception. 

JJ: Well, it’s a generational difference in 
the reception. Somebody said “Progress 
occurs fiineral by funeral,” and I think 
that’s basically what happened. There 
were a lot of planners who never could 
embrace this view; but they retired; they 
died, 'i lot of them, and a new genera¬ 
tion saw things differently. 

HB: So these days it’s treated as a clastic 
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ingredients. 

JJ: Right. Buffalo has 
many examples of 
that Look at all the 
grain-handling infra¬ 
structure. You know, 
all these special uses, 
no matter how big 
and impressive, 
they're temporary. 
Life is temporary. 

HB: One of the com¬ 
mon themes across 
your books seems to 
be the value ofdiffer- 
' ence, of heterogene¬ 
ity. 

JJ: Oh, absolutely. 
Thai’s where all the 
safety lies, where the 
future lies, where 
expansion lies— 


HB: You've suggested that not only is 
that how nature Works, and how cities 
work—since cities are a part of nature— 
but that it's the way things work for 
humans as well. 


people—setting aside .those of us who 
love cities and;-are drawn to the differ¬ 
ence and ' the tension and the 
dynamism—a lot of people tend to be 
suspicious of the different, to want ip 
withdraw into homogeneous communi- 



hotels are not the kind of people we i! - healthy expansion, 
want downtown, the businesses are just !' 
small ones, and anyway, what we could • 
do is move everyone out, give them a J 
new place of business. elsewhere in the i 
city or in some industrial park, and the ! 
people—well, there’s' plenty of other ! 
housing amiable.” Is there some value, | JJ:Ycs. 
above and beyond the wages paid by a ! _ • , , , 

business and the supplies Aey buy with-’ i So one thmg that s hard for me to 
in the local economy; in having them in j “"derstand * “ that for a lot of 

a particular place within a city? j 

JJ: Yes,:they arc not dopes about where j 
they locate. You can’t put them in the ! 
boondocks and expect them to operate ! 
the same. Location in a city is very j 
important,.and being in a central loca- ; ties, and avoid outsiders or even vilify 
tion is most important , for the small ; outsiders. You see the ethnic conflict of 
businesses, because they aren't as self- ! the outsiders being "bad." Where does 
sufficient. You can look at downtowns,.! that come from? 
which are] 
intense 

mu an owr ; dti es to abebmmodate (haL 

the world, and what do you find? If it s a • , >, .,. 

lively place, if ii>^iot dying, if jis win- ! HB: Right, but why, if fins is;the way of 
dows aren't-ait'hoarded up, what you ■ nature, and this is what's good for its— 
find is it’s full of small enterprises. This • this heterogeneity and mixing—how is 
is not an accident!' It's telling you some-it that so many people end ;up repulsed 
thing. The cities grow in a way that we|{|by i^;and preferring to withdraw into 
can only call organic, in the sense that ; * homogenepps community? 

one thing depends on another and | jr. vyell, they’ve’ lad bad experiences, 
another and another—they’re -webs, of'AM-they haven!t hadmuch good expe- 
mutual support. And if they don't have^rience ^th dhtnifyl and'vsmety-. But 
that, they die away. You:can't -makeca • now, this com»eoSwid©iBe4bnventioh 
downtown like a one-crop plantation j cen ter thingJffhe cities|that tmsuccess- 
and get anything out of i*-.Q ne > jJ ou klC:*«, Jul with conventions-*re hot successful 
with having great massiv^thing^-like a ! primarily because they build a hall. It’s 
convention center, smack in the middle]' S.Vbexause icVthe.kind of a-city people 
where small things were flourishing, is ; 1 ; want to 

that it turns an area that had diversity | •_ . if . . ' ^ , , 

and variety and opportunity oftmany; ^ W^ey don t have a lot of con- 
kinds in it—-small lands, but i. hiaiiy S Y?mtons m New Orteans because of the 
kinds—into something resembling i^oomenoon eentenbut because people 
onecrop place. j, want to come to New Orleans anyway. 

HB: So the hffect of putting an enoifj # ^ ngS%nff peijrfe: say *Oh, 
nous single-purpose entity .within this ! 
line network of the city core is the same • 
as putting a huge field of a single crop ; 
in the middle of an ecology: jt renders 
the whole thing essentially sterile, inca- {, 
pable of generating anything new. ■ !■ 


hooray, we're going to have a conven¬ 
tion in such-and-such," or “Oh, my god, 
we're going logo to Milwaukee'—what¬ 
ever. People are looking for—people 
who go to conventions, people who visit 
other cities—are by definition looking 
for 'something different from where 
they live. In fact, they complain that the 
airports are all the same, they complain 


IJ: That’s right, and wow, watch out ; 
when a disease hits that one filing. . ; 

m, . ■ s, : . ■ ■■ . ... . ! about ‘Oh, it’s no different from being 

HB: It no onger has the resilience of home .- The great tourist attraction 
the natural system that relied on the . pJaces ^ full of surprises and diversity 
interdependence of many different j 


and differences from what people may ! other issues that’s caused strong feet- 
normally have. ■ ings in Buffalo is the loss of retail activi- 

HB: And fitey appreciate that when they j * Some years ago. before I 

_ .• v. u .u . „ 7 | moved here, one of the strategies that 

go on vacauon Yet when they choose a [ried „ lo conven ^ Street to a 
place lo hve-I have colleagues who w .11 j destrian maJ , u(j „ build the lighl 
come join ffie un.ven.ly as faculty, and . ^ down ^ of the su | el 
many w .11 choose to buy a place out m ; d ’ traffic, 
the suburbs, where it looks just like j F 

where they came from. They’ll see all ; JJ: This was another imported idea that 
the same stores; it’s interchangeable. | didn’t arise in Buffalo. Your policy-mak- 
And some say that’s great, because it's ! ets saw it in some other places, and 
predictable, and they know what they’re ! “Okay, we’U try that in Buffalo.* So it 

getting into, and it’s familiar, and it’s | -—• ~ r .— — 

comfortable. Others of us.look at that ; 
and say, “It’s sterile and lifeless, and 1 \ 
want to be surprised, I like unpre- ! 
dictability.” 1 i 


JJ: Yeah. 


didn't grow out of Buffalo, it was an 
applied, artificial thing. 

HB: There have been proposals to 
reopen Main Street to car traffic again. 
! I know you’re not a big fan of cars, but 
. j. do you think in this case that would be 


HB: But we seem to be in the minority. | a move. 

So many people are moving; to the sub- ! JJ: 1 don’t know Buffalo well enough to 


urhs and cities are losing population. 

JJ: Well, not all of them. The ones that j 
are really healing and are liveliest are * 
gaining population now. These things ; 
change. One thing you can be sure of is ! 
life is not going to go on the same, j 
Every once in a while, a generation 


answer that in detail, but I can tell you 
this: The trouble with cars on a main 
street is not cars perse In fact you have 
to have some for servicing and all that. 
The trouble is cars to. which everything 
else is sacrificed. And how is everything 
else sacrificed? Well, the roads are made 
too. wide, too hard to cross. The cars are 


comes alone that just can’t stand what ■ V 

V\ ■ . h . • allowed to go too first. Too much park- 

the nrevious nn« Hid Vietnnantsm 1 - 6 . . . ■ 1 


the previous ones did. Victorianism.; 
came to an end that way, and it’s one ! 
reason so many wonderful Victorian i 
buildings were destroyed later. There ! 
was a real hatred for Victorianism. And | 
yet it had been the thing for several pre- j 
vious generations. A lot of people are ■ 
more adventurous than that, they don’t i 
want just the culture that was handed ! 
down to them, and if it seems too | 


ing is provided. Those things are not 
necessary for allowing cars On a main 
street. Disneyland out in California 
gives you some lessons about this. It has 
streetcars land other conveyances run¬ 
ning through those little streets. They 
go slowly, the streets are easy to cross; 
the parldng is all .somewhere else, not 


-Y»- ■ 
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.car® 

downtown! 
crop plantation 
anything out 


cutting up the interesting places people 

__ ___„ > want to be. Those are good principles 

i for “y street fim you viantto be 
ZJiTkxFrP g ? a H 1L 1 good for business. You can have cars 
wlf™ l *ere'. but they can’t be racing ffirough. 

' ?Ix?. g 8 toha PP cn ; You can have the street, but it can’t be 

unfriendly to 
pedestrians. 

HB: We’re seer 
ing that 

debate played 
out near the 
edge of town, 
also on Main 
Street, where 
the original 
campus of the 
university is. 
The state - 

transportation 
department 

out of business. Probably because there i came in with a plan to widen the street 
were too many of them, and because ■ and smooth the traffic Sow. and syn- 
peoplc are bored with them. You know, ! chronize the lights, and it was exactly 
people get bored, and one thing that • the.issues you're talking about: do we 
your colleagues of all kinds probably; displace everything else to make it opii- 
have in common is that they hate bore -1 mal for the cars, or do we try to main- 
dom, and some of them get bored soon- i tain the pedestrian traffic and help the 
er than others.. ! retail businesses with wide sidewalks and 

HB: So in time, hopefully people will j 50 on ‘ 

recognize what the more diverse and j JJ: Well, that’s what transportation 
heterogeneous environments offer, and ' departments do. The reason cities need 
turn back'to that? And turn against the • so much transportation, somebody has 
sameness and homogeneity of the sub- • said, is not to move so much, as to 
urban style of development? j exchange things. That’s what cities are all 

JJ: You don’t have to say “hopefully,’ it’s | a ^ out ’ 

bound to happen. It’ll happen whether ! HB: And what's the implication of that 
you want it to or not. 

Cars and downtown retail 
HB: You mentioned that some malls are ] 


and what it's 
going to be. 

HB: So at some 
point you think 
there’s going to 
be a reaction 
against the sub¬ 
urbanization, 
■and the 

mailing of 
America? 

JJ: Yes, sure 
there is..in fact, 
a lot of malls 
are how going 


lining business and dosing! One of the ! 


for what transportation departments— 

JJ: If you begin to think it’s all about 
moving—it’s like magic carpets, getting 
from here to there the fastest way possi- 
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convention center, or Buffalo's falls out 
of favor, look how much will fall out of 
favor, iri what a vital place [if. it's built 
downtown]. And you can be sure that it 
will. When you add up all the subsidies 
and tax forgiveness and destroyed 
things that really aren't recompensed— 
they never have been—it’s very doubt¬ 
ful whether convention centers pay: 
Certainly not ones in ho-hum sort of 
■ towns. 

HB: And it’s something that a great 
many cities have been convinced 
recently that they should be using as a 
strategy, so we’re looking at an incredi¬ 
ble number of competitors who are 
expanding or upgrading their facilities 
at the very same time. 

JJ: So expand iL You Can have a con-' 
vention center, but for heaven's sake, 
don't do it where you're destroying 
what innovation you do. have. 

HB: That gets back to Tim’s initial ques¬ 
tion. If you’re going to build it, against 
our-advice, you can at least build it 
someplace where you're not displacing 
something else; build it on a parking lot- 
or something that’s abandoned. - 

]J: That’s right; make it an addition to 
Buffalo, not a displacement. Don't act 
as if there’s a zero-sum economy in 
Buffalo and if you add something 
you've got to take something equal 
' away. You never get anywhere that way. 

The “obstructionist” label 

HB: One of the problems we face when 
we talk about preserving what we have 
that's already special .arid we oppose 
projects that— 

JJ: You’re called against: progress. 

HB: That’s right. We're, obstructionist, 
we’re preventing progress, we’re look¬ 
ing backward, we’re just trying to pre¬ 
vent people from doing anything to get 
things smarted in Buffalo, even though 
when they recognize, that Buffalo has 
been inertthey say, “Well, we need to do. 
something, like build a convention, cen¬ 
ter.” 

JJ: You need to do something—I hate to 
keep repeating myself—that’s unique to 
Buffalo,, that comes out of Buffalo itself. 
You' don’t want to keep acting like,a 
company.town. 

HB: Again, it seems that it makes us sus¬ 
ceptible tb' the charges of being obstruc¬ 
tionist and selfishly preventing 
progress. Do we just put up with that, let 
them call its that, or'do we have a way of 
countering it? 

JJ: You put up with it, and you tell your, 
side of things. Also, turn those argu¬ 
ments around. Don’t be frightened by 
them, they're not true in the first place, 
and in the second place, selfishness: for 
goodness sake, who's going to reap any 
rewards from this? 

HB: Largely, it seems, it would' be peo¬ 
ple involved in construction, lawyers 
and bankers involved in making financ¬ 
ing arrangements, for whom if the 
thing fails, so much the better, because 
then we build another one 10 years 
later and they profit all over again. 

JJ: Sure. Show that they’re being selfish. 


Show that they’re being old-fashioned 
and repetitive and afraid of new and dif¬ 
ferent things, and' new and different 
ways of doing things. Why let them have 
all the arguments about progress and 
selfishness, which are specious? And 
don’t mind if you’re called names, you 
get thick skins. Don’t be defensive, go 
on the attack. You have to explain why 
you’re right, but you have to explain it 
aggressively. 

The future 

HB: I think we've covered a lot of the 
ground I had hoped to. To wrap up, in 
looking around at what you see these 
days—after many years of observing the 
world and how it works, and what things 
change and why they change—what 
gives you the most hope about the 
future, and what worries you the most? 

JJ: The thing that gives me the most 
hope about the future is the young peo¬ 
ple. They don't know how hard it is to 
make change, or to improve things, and 
it’s a good thing'they don’t know how 
hard it is, because they have, lots of ener¬ 
gy and they often have lots of idealism, 
and they work ait iL By the time they’ve 
gotten tired, and they know how much 
effort it takes to move things a few inch¬ 
es, there’s another generation coming 
along. That’s what gives me the most 
hope. That sounds so banal, but I don't 
know anything as hopeful as that 

HB: And what do you' find most worri¬ 
some, what makes you. anxious about 
the future, if anything? 

JJ: 1 suppose the things that are done 
out of despair, and out of hatred. When 
I look at the worst mistakes of city plan¬ 
ning—to take one example, although I 
think this is true of any activity—1 mar¬ 
vel at how these policies were set by peo¬ 
ple who hate cities. You can't prescribe 
decently for something you hate: It will 
always come out wipng. Ypu can't pre-. 
scribe, decently . for something you 
despair ' in. If you despair of 
humankind, you’re not going to have 
good' policies for nurturing human 
beings. I think people ought to give pre¬ 
scriptions who have ideas for improving 
things, ought to concentrate on the 
things that they love and that they want 
to nurture. 

HB: That certainly describes our.group 
and: our feeling about the city of 
Buffalo. 

JJ: That's righL If you have somebody 
who says, “Oh; Buffalo is for the birds; 
and you've just got to, go somewhere 
else to learn what to do* and so on, no, 
that's not good, nothing good will come' 
of thaL People who see what is good 
about Buffalo, and there’s an awful lot 
that is good about Buffalo—it's a won¬ 
derful place with a wonderful heritage, 
goodness, it’s got a much better archi¬ 
tectural heritage than Toronto does, it’s 
got a glorious architectural heritage, 
just go out on the streets of Buffalo and 
marvel at what’s there. ' 

HB: And that's what we should be build¬ 
ing our revival around. 

JJ: That's righL 

Hank Bromley teaches at theUB Gradual* 
School of Education and it a. member of 
Citizens for Common Sense. He can be 
reached at hbromley@buffalo.edv. m 
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Does Buffalo need a new Convention Center? 

Frequently Asked Questions: 

Won’t building a new convention center downtown have positive economic benefits? 

No. The best net economic impact building a new convention center in the Electric District (or Mohawk site as it is 
referred to by the Convention and Visitor’s Bureau) can have is zero. This is because the current economic value of 
the site chosen for the location already has a conservatively estimated economic value of $70 million (not including 
spin-off benefits) - exactly the same value projected by the Convention and Visitor’s Bureau (CVB) to be generated 
by building a new convention center there. If the CVB’s estimate of value turns out to be too high (and most of the 
studies conducted by the CVB’s consultant have wildly over-estimated the economic impacts of building new 
convention centers), then destroying the Electric District to build a new convention center will have a net negative 
economic impact. 

Won’t building a new convention center generate new jobs downtown? 

If the CVB’s estimates are correct (and, again, their consultant has a history of over-estimating projections), building a 
new convention center at the Mohawk ramp site could generate 1200 “full-time-equivalent” (consultant speak for 
2400 minimum wage, part-time, no benefits) service sector jobs. The public subsidy required to create each of these 
low-paying jobs is $125,000 (any cost over-runs will raise this figure). By comparison, that is more than twice the 
public subsidy required for each new job promised by the Adelphia project - and those jobs are guaranteed: if 
Adelphia does not bring in 1,500 high tech jobs averaging $30,000 a year, the community can have its subsidy back. 
Proponents of the Convention Center offer no such guarantee. 

Don’t we need a new convention center in order to compete for more conventions? 

The convention industry has been in decline for years. Previous predications never materialized. Meetings and 
Conventions, the industry trade publication, has shown no pattern of growth in convention attendance. In addition, 
due to past positive projections, cities across the country have added millions of square feet to the convention market 
in recent years, with several million more expected to come on line soon. No growth in demand and a marked 
increase in supply has forced major convention cities such as New York, Chicago, and Atlanta to compete for the 
smaller conventions that Buffalo would be competing for - with more hotel rooms, more direct airline flights, and 
more established convention and tourism markets. So even though we would be eligible to compete for more 
conventions, it is highly unlikely that we would compete successfully. 

But don’t we need a convention center to bring visitors with all of their money to downtown? 

No! The fastest growing sector of the tourism market is heritage tourism - a market that does not require a new 
convention center. Heritage tourists stay longer and spend more money than any other tourists - an average of $688 
per visit compared with $367 for other types of travelers. Buffalo is widely regarded - across the country and 
internationally - as an architectural Mecca. The Darwin Martin House, for example, is projected to have an annual 
economic impact of over $20 million, bringing in 100,000 visitors annually - for a tiny fraction of the cost of 
developing a new convention center. Ironically, the CVB’s proposal to build a new Convention Center would destroy 
a part of that very asset that people already want to come see in Buffalo - our historic architecture. In the past year 
alone, five major national publications touted Buffalo as a prime heritage tourist destination. Capitalizing on the 
heritage tourism market is a smarter, higher-yield investment that would require no new convention center. We should 
put our money into improving and marketing our existing buildings. 


Citizens For Common Sense 
11 Summer Street, Buffalo, NY 14209 ph (716) 884-3204 
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Does building a new convention center represent an opportunity to re-design downtown Buffalo? 

The CVB’s consultants have it right on one score - currently, downtown Buffalo functions much like a north-south 
ribbon and needs to be drawn out in an east-west direction. However, building a new convention center at the 
Mohawk site will only exacerbate this condition. Introducing a “big box” building adjacent to Main Street will further 
deaden activity in an east-west direction, further cutting off the East side from Main Street, and creating huge swaths 
of truck loading zones and parking areas to the east of Main Street, that will be increasingly uncomfortable and unsafe 
for people working and living downtown. In addition, the convention center design builds a 900’ long tunnel over 
Ellicott Street (like the tunnel created by the library, only much, much longer), creating an extremely unpleasant and 
unsafe street condition along one of our major downtown routes. This would seriously undermine efforts to make 
downtown streets more user-friendly and to attract more people to live, work, and visit downtown. 

! 

Isn’t the Electric District a blighted part of downtown and won’t building a new building there be progress? 

This section of downtown houses 30 businesses employing several hundred people and bringing 300,000 visitors into 
this part of downtown every year. Many of its buildings are subjects of Charles Burchfield paintings, and nearly all of 
them are exactly the type of structure that converts into highly desirable loft-style residential units and small high tech 
small business start-up space. With a little imagination and not nearly the financial commitment, these assets could be 
built on to create the kind of active, vibrant 24-hour downtown we all want 

But isn’t the funding all in place for this project and won’t we lose the possibility for major State investment in 
downtown if we don’t build a new convention center? 

When finally pressed for a plan for how to pay for this project, the CVB identified the following sources of funding: 
raising the hotel tax, $36,000,000 - $48,000,000; Erie County Regional Asset Fund, $25,000,000 - 33,000,000; State 
of New York, 74,000,000 - 125,000,000; Federal Government, 4,000,000 - 5,000,000; City of Buffalo, 4,800,000 - 
12,500,000; unidentified private sources, $7,000,000 - $8,000,000. Every one of these sources has publicly opposed 
making this level of investment. Even the hotel industry, the group the CVB claims would derive the most benefit 
from this investment, is unwilling to offer financial support. Consequently, there is just as much opportunity to fund 
other kinds of projects as there is to fund this one. We need to let our leaders know that rather than expending money 
and energy ramming this project down our throats, they should show true leadership and work to develop housing and 
business opportunities downtown so that we can have a vibrant, 24-hour downtown community. 

Should we wait to see if the CVB can convince these sources to fund a new convention center? 

Every day that this project is hyped as going ahead at this location, businesses do not renew their leases and move out 
of downtown - taking their jobs with them, and building investments are not made - allowing previously well- 
maintained buildings to fall apart. No positive investment - even those that were planned for the site before the 
announcement of this project - will go ahead until this project is taken off the table for this site. 

But 1 am tired of seeing nothing happen, I want to see something great happen in Downtown Buffalo. 

So does Citizens for Common Sense. The main reason that we oppose this project is because of what it will prevent 
from happening downtown. The $150,000,000 that would need to be plowed into this project could develop over one 
million square feet of housing, retail, and office space downtown! Instead of asking the State government for 
$75,000,000 for this project, why not ask them to help us create a downtown housing investment fund to get people 
living downtown? Instead of asking the Federal government for $5,000,000 for a “public space” for the convention 
center, why not ask them for assistance in returning traffic to Main Street? Instead of asking the City for $12,000,000, 
why not put that money into building and renovating our schools and libraries? Citizens for Common Sense advocates 
a vibrant, viable downtown that is the heart of our region, and we are committed to not just opposing destruction of 
the Eclectic District for a new convention center, but staying around to ensure that a vibrant, active downtown 
neighborhood emerges. 


Citizens For Common Sense 
11 Summer Street, Buffalo, NY 14209 ph (716) 884-3204 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 
—■—m AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 


Name (Please Print) 
Agency/Organization: v) 
Address: £- 1 <H> 


.g.A~x~ __ 


Email: 




fg-lo. 


Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 

PROPOSED ACTION ■ ALTERNATIVES 























■DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

- 8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 


■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 

Comments: 



Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print): ^ c~ (S~Cor<^e /-Icu/jC 

Agency/Organization: IsnjPiyr Krf)?rcaJJ 

Address:_ /£)£? 3> (p)^ lojujgjce. A-o-e _ 


<S~eo rc^e ) 

l )e,[oLflAJoure. 


Email: 




-716- 88t §Q9* 
_/ p ) 7/6 - 


Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franldin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 

PROPOSED ACTION -ALTERNATIVES 
































■DEVELOPMENT ■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 

OBJECTIVES GREEN DESIGN 


The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 

convention center -x 

2. Create a safe and 'appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 



Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 





I 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print):_ 

Agency/Organization:_ 

Address: 


Email:__ 

Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 

■ PROPOSED ACTION ■ ALTERNATIVES 


Comments: 














-DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 


> ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 


Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print): \7~Z 


Name (Please Print) 
Agency/Organization: 
Add ress: 

%r& 


jC <7~. , 

<£/ // _ 


Email:_ b k k eff* & /-/zfsv/tU,, £aj*± _ ' 

Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 

■ PROPOSED ACTION ■ ALTERNATIVES 



Comments: 


ik 11. C&&3& 




4 ^ 



<■ A<— _ 

- S - ; 4 ? ^ 



Comments: 


4 












■DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention ~ 

center destination _ 7k 0*^ 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

(7) Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 
(or\Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
'7~o regional hub 

/^9/Bring more regional residents downtown 
71 y. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

(U . Serve as a catalyst to economic 
~ development in the region 
ml. Stimulate long-term development/ 

__^ redevelopment of downtown 

j 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 


ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 


Comments: 



^P<yA j T 

^ yfsT+fo+tj /thru* 






Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 

Jz 1 /*- ^/ 2 — 
fa/)#*/?* #' 

rV. (/5&C OPf*** 

{ 6 1^7C f ^ ^(77/9 7— 

\ __ 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

i AND IDEAS 


Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 


Name (Please Print): 



Agency/Organization: 


Address: 



Email:_ 

Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


- PROPOSED ACTION " ALTERNATIVES 





















■DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

T. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 


■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 



Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

— AND IDEAS 

I 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 



Emoil: O SA (E jsj£T 

Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 

■ PROPOSED ACTION - ALTERNATIVES 


Comments: _ 

r On .. \£ <*4; 















■ DEVELOPMENT 
OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 


■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 

Comments: 



Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 

^ Uas 3 & L. cuAfo TT _ 

q& a Aa sp. at a- H _ ! 

- |?PT^DikxS sAj&D _ 

(£&£at 3 tA 7£D : \>tv-uz kaj JI 


Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 
—■AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are impoi 

Name (Please Print): 

Agency/Organization: 

Address: 





Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


■ PROPOSED ACTION ■ ALTERNATIVES 
























-DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 



> ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 


Comments: 



Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

mmiwmmm AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print): Qh\JCt< (&FO&YZ _ 


Name (Please Print): 
Agency/Organization: /X( 

Address: j^jQ 




Email: 


Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 

PROPOSED ACTION - ALTERNATIVES 


Comments: 




^ t £ (jz~ 






















■DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 



■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 


Comments: 


Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 



02:00128B_EC02_01/conims5nts-idca9.CDR-3/13/&i-eHA 


A-105 












NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print): ^^ — _ 

Agency/Organization:_ 



Email : _ 

Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


■ PROPOSED ACTION -ALTERNATIVES 















-DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position.as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 


- ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 



Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 














NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

—■—mmmmm AND IDEAS 

f 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also , please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print):_ CH^)S AJj)^A 6^ _ 

Agency/Organization:_ 

Address:_ S~S5~ L / sTcJ a/ Q J> Al\/£ _ 

_ y/su A/y _ 


Email: 


ChltflS GLdon^\ 


Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


PROPOSED ACTION 



Comments: 


//- /rf /i/ 

CMkr/F? 
CF&ZSZ IS. 
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-77/fr 
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£/4F£L d. 7-/^y~ 

/^/^C7~ OaL L£r - 

i^orjom/c Act-/ iC/7~yi 


ALTERNATIVES 



Comments: 


7 2jk: mqjjmx: 

S/l~£~ utoUKb 
6c~ az /y>/KToZ, 

/rt) ST4kE~, _ 

_ 
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Y/)J J>oaJ '~r S7-/sy!L/*/?7vr 


&£l i uh~/Y Ok F£U 

/ "7 ~7 si aJ DP- _ 




A-108 




















-DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 

businesses - ^ -- -- 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. B ring more regional reside nts downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 
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- ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 


Comments: 
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Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 
—AND IDEAS 


Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 


Name (Please Print): A R V/ j— V /—/ 0 1— ~2L VV O R 'T" hi 

Agency/Organization:___ 

Address: / If Cr S L 1 N & A- ■ _ 
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Please return this form to the sign-in desk otfnail written a 


comments to: 


Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 


Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


■ PROPOSED ACTION 



Comments: 




ALTERNATIVES 

ients: 
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Comments: 
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■ DEVELOPMENT - ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 

OBJECTIVES GREEN DESIGN 


The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

—* 9. Bring more regional residents downtown i 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 


Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 




Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 












NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 
———AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 


Name (Please Print):_ 

Agency/Organization: 

Address: 
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Email: 
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Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


PROPOSED ACTION 


ALTERNATIVES 
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■DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 


■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 



Comments: 
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Do you feel there are additional objectives that ; -1_:__ 

should be considered in the evaluation of ; 

alternatives? If so what are they? __ 

- Please identify factors that should be used in 

* evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
~ ~ " sites for location and operation of the 

_ ; Convention Center. 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 
—AND IDEAS 

-o 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print):_ g>K M Y _ 

Agency/Organization:_ 

Address:_ 13 3 < fC __ 

ATT (C: A f _ i*&>t f _ 


Email: 


Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


■ PROPOSED ACTION -ALTERNATIVES 
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-DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 


- ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 

Comments: 




y To 6£ 
‘SULL-TtcrzsJ) _ 


Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 
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HARTS HOTELS , NC 


Gateway Park • Suite 101 
Rossler and Dingens Streets 
Buffalo, New York 14206 
Telephone: 716/893-6551 
FAX number: 716/893-6517 
WEB: www.harthotels.com 

March 27, 2001 

Mr. Daniel Castle 
Ecology and Environment Inc. 

Re: New Buffalo Convention Center 

Dear Mr. Castle, 

Please accept this letter in support of the construction of a new downtown 
Buffalo Convention Center. The timing for a new center is perfect. The 
convention and trade show industry has seen enormous growth in recent 
years. Specifically, the demand for modem convention and trade show space 
within New York State and the northeast region is at an all time high. 
Buffalo is poised to capture more than it’s fair share of this demand with a 
new modem meeting facility. Across the nation vibrant urban centers can 
point to successful convention center operations as a key ingredient in the 
formula for sustained economic prosperity. Downtown Buffalo has an 
. underutilized infrastructure of hotel rooms, restaurants, theatres and other 
attractions that will compliment the convention business. Generating 
demand for these businesses by conventioneers helps these businesses 
succeed with minimal public assistance. 

I believe the Mohawk Site is the best location for the new center. This site 
will provide a connection to the existing Hyatt Hotel as well as good 
proximity to other downtown hotels. On-site parking can be achieved at this 
site while providing convenient access for trucks, busses, cars and taxis. 

This location will also provide excellent pedestrian access and a short walk 
to the theatre district and Chippewa Street. Finally, the site is sufficient to 
accommodate the proposed building and future expansion with ample land 
for nearby private development. 


A-116 



Our company is the largest hospitality company in Western New York. We 
currently own and operate five area hotels and associated restaurants and 
meeting space. A sixth area hotel is in development and expected to open 
next summer. When complete we will manage 1000 guestrooms and employ 
over 600 people. We are proud of our community and believe we have many 
assets that are unknown to most that live outside our region. We need more 
visitors to our community to enjoy these assets while spending new dollars 
in our community during their visit. These visitors can be delivered with a 
new convention center. As stated in the C.H. Johnson study if we do nothing 
our existing convention business will erode due to the non-competitive 
nature of the existing center. We’ve already witnessed the onset of this 
erosion. We advocate the investment and promotion of our industry, in the 
form of a new Convention Center, knowing it has and will continue to play a 
big part in the future success of our community. 



President & CEO 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

and ideas 


Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 


Name (Please Print): > \ i .^ *5>L rv> V~} 


Agency/Organization: '_S Umvlil 

Address: (~X-6 rU - 


CfitAlT^tA Hoi* (Li 


P>o^a V G \)Sf , m _ 


Email:_ -y SU cxl -&-(£> . OcrvVl—s 


Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


PROPOSED ACTION 



Comments: 
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o o d 


\dJZcK. _ 


R.-e 










Wo C 


-KaiUt- 
-— 

_ "Wv J*_ Qj^Cv _____ 


■ALTERNATIVES 
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■ DEVELOPMENT 
OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown . 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 


Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 



■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 



Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 



Email:__ 

Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
JOth Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


■ PROPOSED ACTION ■ ALTERNATIVES 
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■DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 


■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 



Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 













NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

AND IDEAS 


Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print): 

Agency/Organization: 

Address: 


Email: 

Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
1 Oth Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


PROPOSED ACTION 



Comments: 
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■ALTERNATIVES 



Comments: 
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■DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 


■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 




Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 



Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


■ PROPOSED ACTION "ALTERNATIVES 















• DEVELOPMENT 
OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 


■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 

Comments: 



Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

———■—— AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print): L--v) \ \\\ Cx. VYV _Ql, _ Ury-Srur 

Agency/Organization: C-^Vt C) _ 

Address: \ ^ vrr> h _ , _ 

Email: 


Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 


Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


PROPOSED ACTION 



Comments: 
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■ DEVELOPMENT 
OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 


- ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 



Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print):_ 

Agency/Organization:_ 

Address: 


Email: 


Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 

PROPOSED ACTION -ALTERNATIVES 

Comments: 
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■DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 

center destination , 1 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 


■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 



Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 


Jeel there are additional objectives that 
should be~corT5idm?d in th e.evalua tion of 
alternatives? If so what aretKey? 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 
—AND IDEAS 


Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 


Name (Please Print):_ C\a Y\ o>v> CU^V"v\Q<lW 


Agency/Organization:_ 

Address: Qn _Mu 

_C ctv«v%<:g- 'A/*/ 1 ^ 3 ) 


Email: ^ C.Lv-istt 


Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


■ PROPOSED ACTION 
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ALTERNATIVES 



Comments: 
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■ DEVELOPMENT 
OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed Iwelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 


■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 


Comments: 
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Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print): o k Jgjf _ 

Agency/Organization: T Jlo o\~4~ <&-£■ 

Address: ^2 G> "7 Lcoc^/z. £-£■ A-<rs4, A 


u,~Pf~et fo /J V /yx/D y 


Email:_ / /j o k /V (^2 (\Q~(~ /V\i ? } ! c 


^-O/'Vy 


Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


PROPOSED ACTION 
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ALTERNATIVES 
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■ DEVELOPMENT 
OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 


■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 


Comments: 
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Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 
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— \ Please identify factors that should be used in 

foJ Cicrof I evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
' sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

—and ideas 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 


Name (Please Print): 



Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


■ PROPOSED ACTION ■ ALTERNATIVES 







■DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create o safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 


■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 



Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 



Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

■ AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 


Name (Please Print): \Ai \ 
Agency/Organization: \}() 
Address: V 






Email: 


N <g) Aot - “ Ci^m. 


Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
1 Oth Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 

PROPOSED ACTION -ALTERNATIVES 

Comments: 




















■DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 

center destination ^ 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 



> ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 



Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 

















NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print):_:_ - -- 

Agency/Organization:_*__ 

Address: _ c ^ 


Email: 


Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


PROPOSED ACTION 


ALTERNATIVES 

















■ DEVELOPMENT 
OBJECTIVES 


The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

•3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
*, / Center 


7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 


Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 



■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 



Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

AND IDEAS 


Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 


issues that are important to 
Name (Please Print): i/^, 

you. 

brJLi 

Agency/Organization: 


Address: O \ 

h 



i _ 

u I 

Email: *\ \a ^ 1 

•. biA^^t/ 1- oAu. 


Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001 . 


■ PROPOSED ACTION ■ ALTERNATIVES 

















■DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 


■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 



Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

^— AND IDEAS 


Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. i 

Name (Please Print): fa}hc\.cM- WvcKivcko) 


Name (Please Print):_ jlUV 

Agency/Organization:_ 

Address:_ 






Email: 



Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


PROPOSED ACTION 


ALTERNATIVES 






















■DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 


> ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 

Comments: 



Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 
^■ AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print): 3s* ~P €ETU / _ 

Agency/Organization: Q ( ~7~7~^-ferTOi > 

Address: PmB 393 533o MAfO __ 

, kl y N _ 


Email : CS<T~f~C- (g^J Ot)o , 


Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 


Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


■ PROPOSED ACTION 
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■ALTERNATIVES 
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-DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 


ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 



Comments: 


Mffce rTfipieg' 

T3ti\J(&4 10 U£?*57RV^j 

F£ \ THiOOe _ 

STlLucTV £ ^ yfer 
TfHs" Cofi-funTj \JJ4K ffiePoS &P 

/ fJ TA& 7° ' s , A 




*5T. ioe oP- T&e-cotokrt rr 
C&MT&fL if & A nW***4~ > 

>T tfkjbY) 1X > 

Aj&fj&e, Z> AO omrifcL s {g 

Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 











NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

—AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print): ^A£&-7~ D i/a/£o aO _ 

Agency/Organization: vwv-*- __ 

Address:_ ^ Vvl lYsR-lt* ST __ 

$U££4co bsj _ 


Email:_—£ 


Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
1 Oth Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 


Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


■ PROPOSED ACTION 



ALTERNATIVES 



Comments: 
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-DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 


- ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 



Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 
————■AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print):___ 

Agency/Organization:_ 

Address:_ 464 __ 

_ SJMzl l±222=. _ 

Email:_ h&fbhd t/g <P VQhrn . Cart -1 _ 

Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 

■ PROPOSED ACTION 

Comments: _ 
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ALTERNATIVES 



Comments: 
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■DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 


Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 
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■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 



Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 

















NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 
—mrnmm AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print): 9l7J/>ZT~~l~luN1 

Agency/Organization: /-//-/4^7 1 Cv&P 

Address: 4-&2> ££ - - 
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Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 

PROPOSED ACTION -ALTERNATIVES 













■DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are, they? 


ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 


Comments: 




entrtytadors that should be used 


evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 









NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

iAND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. , 

Name (Please Print): c , >4 4-e" 4— 


Name (Please Print):_ 

Agency/Organization: 
Address: Kj. 5* 
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Email: /A~QO QO /*7 

Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner f AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


■ PROPOSED ACTION ■ ALTERNATIVES 













■DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

. 3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 


■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 



Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 


Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 



A-155 









NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print): & CoUe.m.. __ 

Agency/Organization: / york. ^ U & ^ r€S /A 

Address: 3S ! P^^fcS ide Art. __ 

PfaJLo kJ V 11 -4 _ 


Email:_ C-0 £| (a) b>u. ■f-fa. (o »^ dLu. _ 

Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 

PROPOSED ACTION ■ ALTERNATIVES 




Comments: 
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■ DEVELOPMENT 
OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 


■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 



Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 



Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 
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• Does the information Ecology & Environment intends to base the study on address the real costs and 
benefits of the proposed project? 

• Does it account for what’s lost in tearing down 35-40 buildings on the Mohawk Site/Electric District? 

• Do they even know how much economic activity is already being generated there? 

• Are they comparing this project to alternative strategies for developing that site (e.g., conversion of 
existing stock to housing and small business, with moderate-scale infill construction)? 

• How will the proposed project and associated demolition affect the prospects to get more people 
living downtown? 

• Will it promote or inhibit 24-hour, seven-day pedestrian activity downtown (what is its trip- 
generation per square foot, and how evenly is it distributed)? 

• What is the value of Buffalo’s unique architectural heritage? 

• What is the impact on the urban fabric of placing a monolithic, single-use facility of this size within 
the downtown core? Is there a feasible reuse plan in place for the current convention center? 

• Are they comparing the economic impact to other ways of investing $151 million in downtown? 

• What is the cost per job created, and per dollar of wages created? 

• What is the relative risk of spending it all on one big project vs. a number of independent smaller 
projects? 

• Do the projections of increased convention business due to a new and bigger center take into account 
the projections by Tradeshow Week for a 25% increase in the capacity of competing facilities by 
2005, and an increase of only 4% in attendance (plus the latest data showing a massive drop in 
planned convention attendance nationally this year)? 

• Do they take into account the difficulty of attracting conventions here during the colder months of the 
year? 

• And do they take into account the convention business now being attracted by the Adam’s Mark and 
the new Clarence Convention Center? 

• Is the assumed number of average hotel-room-nights per meeting attendee borne out by the 
experience of similar cities? 

• Are they looking comprehensively at how accurate projections have been of increased business after 
building new centers in other cities? 

• Are they looking at the accuracy of previous projections in this region, i.e., the projections on which 
the current center was based, and those made for the Niagara Falls convention center? 

• Where convention attendance actually has increased, was there in fact a related increase in retail and 
other economic activity, and how much? 

• Assuming we do attract more large meetings, is there a plan for providing hotel rooms, given that the 
existing downtown hotels are already at capacity in the summer, when we would draw the bulk of our 
convention business? 

• Who is going to invest privately in a new convention hotel given the likely low occupancy in the 
winter? 

• Will we then have to, like many other cities, build a publicly funded hotel along with the convention 
center, and how much will that add to the project’s cost? 
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■DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 
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■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 


Comments: 
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Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

——AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print): Ceo aa-vJ __ ’ 

Agency/Organization:_ ' 


Address: 35"l PA/ivijiflg avc. 



Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


■ PROPOSED ACTION -ALTERNATIVES 
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• Does the information Ecology & Environment intends to base the study on address the real costs and 
benefits of the proposed project? 

• Does it account for what’s lost in tearing down 35-40 buildings on the Mohawk Site/Electric District? 

• Do they even know how much economic activity is already being generated there? 

• Are they comparing this project to alternative strategies for developing that site (e.g., conversion of 
existing stock to housing and small business, with moderate-scale infill construction)? 

• How will the proposed project and associated demolition affect the prospects to get more people 
living downtown? 

• Will it promote or inhibit 24-hour, seven-day pedestrian activity downtown (what is its trip- 
generation per square foot, and how evenly is it distributed)? 

• What is the value of Buffalo’s unique architectural heritage? 

• What is the impact on the urban fabric of placing a monolithic, single-use facility of this size within 
the downtown core? Is there a feasible reuse plan in place for the current convention center? 

• Are they comparing the economic impact to other ways of investing $151 million in downtown? 

• What is the cost per job created, and per dollar of wages created? 

• What is the relative risk of spending it all on one big project vs. a number of independent smaller 
projects? 

• Do the projections of increased convention business due to a new and bigger center take into account 
the projections by Tradeshow Week for a 25% increase in the capacity of competing facilities by 
2005, and an increase of only 4% in attendance (plus the latest data showing a massive drop in 
planned convention attendance nationally this year)? 

• Do they take into account the difficulty of attracting conventions here during the colder months of the 
year? 

• And do they take into account the convention business now being attracted by the Adam’s Mark and 
the new Clarence Convention Center? 

• Is the assumed number of average hotel-room-nights per meeting attendee borne out by the 
experience of similar cities? 

• Are they looking comprehensively at how accurate projections have been of increased business after 
building new centers in other cities? 

• Are they looking at the accuracy of previous projections in this region, i.e., the projections on which 
the current center was based, and those made for the Niagara Falls convention center? 

• Where convention attendance actually has increased, was there in fact a related increase in retail and 
other economic activity, and how much? 

• Assuming we do attract more large meetings, is there a plan for providing hotel rooms, given that the 
existing downtown hotels are already at capacity in the summer, when we would draw the bulk of our 
convention business? 

• Who is going to invest privately in a new convention hotel given the likely low occupancy in the 
winter? 

• Will we then have to, like many other cities, build a publicly funded hotel along with the convention 
center, and how much will that add to the project’s cost? 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

—i—■ AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 


Name (Please Print):_ 

Agency/Organiza+ion: 

Address: 
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Email: 
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Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 

PROPOSED ACTION -ALTERNATIVES 
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• DEVELOPMENT 
OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 

center district ; 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 

Center 1 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 


■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 



Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 



02:001288_EC02_01/oommems-««aft.Ct»-3f13/01-GRA 


A-165 
















NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

■ AND IDEAS 


Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print): \J°^ __ 


ne- 


Agency/Organization:_ 

Address: 1/j-^ AoripO&C' _ 

t?j f&Jo 


Email: 


><d 


Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
j 10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 


Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


PROPOSED ACTION 


ALTERNATIVES 



Comments: 
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■ DEVELOPMENT 
OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis tor 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 


Comments; 
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Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center^ ( . 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print): ff& (/T ft HP. ^\Cl/ _ 


Agency/Organization: 


Address 



Email: 


5 Tnsei 


Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


PROPOSED ACTION 

Comments X <Tf)W 


ALTERNATIVES 

Comments: 















■ DEVELOPMENT 
OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 


■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 



Dp you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so wjiat are they? 





Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 



llJA -1 C V'V fry. 












NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 

AND IDEAS 

P/eose take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print): L&LLts 


Agency/Organization: IkkL 

Address:_ jTnfjr) ST. 
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Emcil: 


Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 

County of Erie ' ^ 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


PROPOSED ACTION 
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ALTERNATIVES 



Comments: 
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■DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 
hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 


■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 





Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT YOUR COMMENTS 
———■—AND IDEAS 

Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 


Name (Please Print):_ 

Agency/Organiza+ion: 

Address: 





Email: 


Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 


PROPOSED ACTION 


Comments: 

— c 


ALTERNATIVES 



Comments: 
































■DEVELOPMENT 

OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 

• hotel occupancy 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 
a regional hub 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 
infrastructure 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 

Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 


■ ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES/ 
GREEN DESIGN 



Please identify factors that should be used in 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the 
Convention Center. 
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4/24/2001 


To: Michael Krasner, Erie County Department of Environment and Planning 

From: Daniel Sack 

Re: New Buffalo Convention Center Project, EIS Comments 

I object to any plan for Erie County to build a new convention center or substantially expand the 
existing convention center. 

I urge the County to seek funds to invest downtown to make it a better place for Buffalo and the 
region. I urge the County to lobby against continuing government infrastructure investment that' 
promotes sprawl when fine infrastructure already exists in Buffalo. 

I would accept a plan to maintain and remodel the present convention center on Franklin Street, 
limiting the remodeling to cosmetic changes to make the very ugly building better looking, and 
maintenance so that, for instance, the roof and mechanical systems are in good repair. I would 
not like the building to be expanded, except, perhaps, to see the Court Street exit brought out to 
court Street and the elimination of the useless and uninviting open space at that exit. 

A larger convention center, costing upwards of $151 million plus public investment in new hotels 
is simply not a good investment for taxpayers. The resulting jobs promised are mostly low wage, 
no benefit, part time jobs. Each not-so-great-job will cost several times the cost of the much 
better jobs promised by the Adelphia project and the jobs at the GM Tonawanda factory. 

A new convention center, double the size of the existing convention center, is likely to do twice 
the damage to downtown as was done by the present convention center. Five years after the 
construction of the existing convention center, more than half of the businesses that had been 
located at the site were out of business. 

Thus from an “economic environmental” point of view, the project is not a good idea. 

Projects, be they roads or buildings, that discourage walking and encourage driving, are bad for 
the environment. So-called office “parks” and malls built too far from anywhere a person would 
walk from, encourage driving. Large expansive buildings such as convention centers, even in the 
middle of downtown, discourage walking because walking past such buildings is boring. Studies 
show that people will simply get in their car and avoid the area. Once in their car, they leave 
downtown, exactly what has been happening for decades. 

Small scale, mixed-use development encourages pedestrians to keep walking, maybe even stay a 
while, maybe even not leave. This is what we need to encourage in downtown Buffalo. Build on 
the prosperous area that already exists at the “Mohawk Site” and expand housing, and small 
commercial and retail space available downtown. Don’t strive for the “mega-project”. None of 
them have worked in downtown’s favor. 



Daniel Sack 
105 Lancaster Avenue 
Buffalo, NY 14222 
dan@pataphvsics.net 
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Please take some time to review the display boards throughout the room and ask Erie County 
representatives questions about the proposed action. Also, please provide written comments on any of 
the issues raised at today's meeting. Your comments and input are key to ensuring that the EIS addresses 
issues that are important to you. 

Name (Please Print ) fTta nrH 

Agency/Organization: QrtAhtSi _ 

Address: CUurcU ___ 

- 7U V /VSQ^ ! 




Email : c? da sin 


Please return this form to the sign-in desk or mail written comments to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Bath Building, 

95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 


}:< —V’M« 


Written comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001. 

PROPOSED ACTION ■alternatives 



Comments: 



V iV.-. ;i vV:vr - 

" 3 I s H 

JMMH 


Comments: 



QP /l MA cJ, - 

M V s£ 4 





















■DEVELOPMENT 
OBJECTIVES 

The County has initially developed twelve 
development objectives that provide the basis for S~ 
evaluating the best alternatives for a new 
convention center or reuse of the existing center. 
These development objectives include the 
following: 

1. Build a fully functional, state-of-the-art 
convention center 

2. Create a safe and appealing convention 
center district 

3. Re-establish Buffalo as a convention 
center destination 

4. Generate new room nights/increased 

hotel occupancy • N 

5. Stimulate growth for existing downtown 
businesses : 

6. Create a reuse for the existing Convention 
Center 

7. Present a high-quality image of Buffalo 

8. Reinforce downtown Buffalo's position as 

a regional hub . 

9. Bring more regional residents downtown 

10. Improve Buffalo's visitor/tourist 

infrastructure ’ * . 

11. Serve as a catalyst to economic 
development in the region 

12. Stimulate long-term development/ 
redevelopment of downtown 



Do you feel there are additional objectives that 
should be considered in the evaluation of 
alternatives? If so what are they? 

J) u ) CruJlM 

^ 



Please identify factors that should be used in/ 
evaluating the appropriateness of alternative 
sites for location and operation of the :'•/ 
Convention Center. 






_ uXM 


02 :C-012&5£ED32_01 /com rnems-ide 3fl 'CDR-3/13/01; BFl*. 
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246 Norwood Ave. 
Buffalo, NY 14222 

April 23,2001 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor, Rath Building 
95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Dear Mr. Krasner, 

Please include this letter among the public comments on the scoping process for the convention center 
EIS. I would like to see the following considerations addressed in the study: 

Market Projections 

Since the Johnson and KPMG studies were done, the market prospects have changed si gnifi cantly 
Tradeshow Week, for instance, is now projecting a 25% increase in die total capacity of U.S. meeting 
facilities by 2005, and an increase of only 4% in attendance; please incorporate updated data in the 
projections. (See the attached New York Times article for additional context.) In developing 
projections, please consider also the increased local competition from the new Adam’s Mark facilities 
and the Clarence Convention Center, as well as the competitive disadvantage Buffalo may have in 
attempting to attract conventions from warmer cities during the winter months. 

The accuracy of past projections, both site-specific and overall market size, should also be assessed. 
The Johnson report, for instance, relied on Center for Exhibition Industry Research projections for 
overall industry growth during 1996-2000. It’s now possible to compare those projections to the 
actual data for 2000; how accurate were they, and what are the implications for current C EIR 
projections? Next, how accurate have consultants been in projecting additional visitors to result from 
recent facility expansions or replacements in other cities? (For instance, I understand Baltimore was 
told to expect their recent expansion to produce roughly a 50% increase in visitors, and in fact there 
was essentially no change.) Finally, how accurate were the projections made before construction of the 
current Buffalo and Niagara Falls Convention Centers? 

Economic Impact 

In assessing the likely economic impact, do not neglect opportunity costs; what is the value of the 
existing activities that will be displaced from the various sites, as well as the lost potential of alternative 
approaches to further development of those sites? (For instance, the recent R/UDAT study emphasized 
the critical importance of retaining what remains of Buffalo’s unique architectural heritage, and 
initiating conversion of unused commercial structures to housing. The opportunity lost through 
demolition of these structures-should be considered as a cost.) 

A second kind of opportunity cost is the set of alternative investments precluded by devoting a large 
chunk of public money to this project. To understand properly its economic impact, the payoff should 
be compared to other ways of investing $151 million in downtown: what is the cost per job created, 
and the cost per dollar of wages created, and how does that compare to other forms of public 
investment (infrastructure; education; assistance to multiple small business)? Also, how does the cost 
compare to simply purchasing hotel rooms at public expense for visitors who agree to stay several 
days and buy their own meals, local transportation, and souvenirs? 

Please consider also the relative risk of relying on a single large project for economic development vs. 
a number of independent smaller projects. Also, be sure that the average number of hotel-room-nights 
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per meeting attendee assumed in calculating the economic impact is borne out by the experience of 
similar cities. 

Hotel Capacity 

If the project does produce a significant increase in out-of-town visitors, is there a plan for providing 
sufficient hotelrooms, given that the existing downtown hotels are already at capacity in the summer, 
when we would draw the bulk of our convention business? Given the likely low occupancy during the 
slow winter months, private investment in a new convention hotel is unlikely. Will we then have to, like 
many other cities, build a publicly funded hotel along with the convention center, and how much will 
that add to the project’s cost? 

Urban Fabric 

What is the impact on the urban fabric of placing a monolithic, single-use facility of this size within the 
downtown core? Will it promote or inhibit 24-hour, 7-day pedestrian activity downtown (what is the 
trip-generation per square foot for similar facilities here and elsewhere, and how evenly is the 
pedestrian traffic distributed around the clock and throughout the week and year)? How will the 
proposed project and associated demolition affect the prospects for getting more people living 
downtown? What will the impact of any street closings or tunnelizations be on pedestrian flow and on 
the viability of Buffalo’s historical street grid? Is there a feasible reuse plan in place for the current 
convention center if it is to be replaced? 

Green Design 

Include the energy wastage implicit in any demolition of existing structures. 

Location 

Given current interest in promoting regionalism, and the difficulty of consistently filling any large 
facility, should consideration be given to having an upgraded or replaced Niagara Falls convention 
center serve the entire Buffalo-Niagara region? 

If a new convention center is to be constructed within Buffalo, in considering potential sites please 
remember to distinguish between easy access to major hotels (necessary) and adjacency to hotels (not 
necessary). Attached is a table of data compiled by the late transportation planner Gordon J. 
Thompson in 1999. He found that of convention facilities in approximately 60 cities, more than half 
are located either on the periphery of downtown or outside downtown altogether. 30% have no 
principal hotel nearby, and many of the others have a single hotel nearby that cannot house most of the 
visitors. In such cases, public transit links the convention facility to a more distant set of hotels. Mr. 
Thompson found that rail transit served to link the primary hotels to the convention centers in 
Baltimore, Boston, Calgary, Denver, Detroit, Edmonton, Jacksonville, Montreal, New Orleans, 
Philadelphia, Portland, Sacramento, St. Louis, San Diego, San Jose, and Vancouver. Given Buffalo’s 
existing light rail system, any site near the rail system should be considered to offer easy access to 
centrally located hotels. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. 


Sincerely, 

Hank Bromley 
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The New York Times, April 6, 2001 

The Big City: Conventional Business - A Warning 

By JOHN TIERNEY 

C HICAGO — When officials at the Jacob K. Javits Convention Center dream, they dream of McCormick Place in a week like 
this. 

These halls near Lake Michigan are the industry's Valhalla, the largest convention center in America and still growing. Four years 
ago McCormick Place added an 840,000-square-foot hall — as big as the entire Javits Center — to bring the total exhibit space to 
2.2 million square feet, and now it's building even more. 

This week, if you made the half-mile trek across the center, you passed a sea of computer equipment at the Comdex show and then 
entered acres of humongous garbage trucks and compactors at Waste Expo. To people in the convention-center business, it doesn't 
get much better than this. 

Two huge shows at once! Thousands of conventioneers paying for hotel rooms and meals! All those dollars, and New York is 
missing out because it keeps delaying plans to enlarge the Javits Center. Why, the Javits boosters ask, can't New York take a cue 
from Chicago and the other cities that are expanding their conventional halls? 

But if you take a closer look at McCormick Place, you may wonder what has gotten into the people of Chicago and other cities. The 
new 19-acre hall filled with garbage trucks this week is actually empty much of the time. Conventions are scheduled there only seven 
days per month this spring, and only six days per month in the summer. Chicago is caught in an arms race of cities rapidly adding 
more space than there are conventions to fill. 

In the 1990's, Chicago’s share of the convention market was declining even as the center expanded, according to Heywood Sanders, 
the director of the public administration program at the University of Texas at San Antonio. In 1989 Chicago drew 29 of the major 
national shows; a decade later it got only 23 despite building the new hall, a new hotel and other facilities. 

After the new hall opened in 1996, Dr. Sanders notes, the total number of conventioneers visiting Chicago actually declined slightly 
the next three years. Last year attendance was up, but not nearly enough to fill the new space. 

"Chicago spent a billion dollars to expand exhibit space by 60 percent," Dr. Sanders said, "but they've gotten at best 20 percent more 
business in a good year, and nothing in a bad year. That's typical of what you see at the other centers that have expanded." 

Such warnings, though, rarely deter politicians from expansion projects that provide patronage and please the hotel and restaurant 
industries. A few vague and unrealistic projections are enough to justify going ahead. The people who operate and use the halls 
know that the public will help foot the bills. 

To pay for the new hall at McCormick Place, Illinois legislators imposed a 6 percent tax on rental cars and added surcharges on 
hotel rooms, restaurant meals and rides in taxicabs, limousines and buses. Chicagoans also got stuck with a bill for subsidizing coal 
miners in southern Illinois, because that was the price downstate legislators demanded in return for approving the new hall. 

AND what did the Chicagoans get in return for their money? "Remarkably little," Dr. Sanders said, "and New Yorkers could expect 
the same from an expansion at Javits. There would be essentially no change in its business, and maybe even a decline as the 
competition gets tougher. As the economy slows, and a 25 percent increase in exhibit space comes on the market over the next five 
years, the result will be murderous competition." 

New Yorkers may think that conventioneers will be unable to resist the city's lure, but that's not what you hear from the people at 
Waste Expo this week. They see New York as costlier than Chicago, and they are already looking forward to next year's show in Las 
Vegas as a relief from Chicago's $180-a-night rooms and expensive union work rules. 

Dan Brandon, who was selling the Boss Hog, a 46-foot-long, 90,000-pound machine for grinding whole trees, said he did not relish 
maneuvering that equipment into New York or paying $250 for a hotel room. The prospect of an enlarged Javits Center did nothing 
for Mr. Brandon, a marketing manager for a Michigan company called Morbark, who is a member of the committee that helps 
choose the location of Waste Expo each year. 

"Take this show to New York?" Mr. Brandon asked incredulously. "The idea has never even been brought up in our committee." He 
and Dr. Sanders have the same message for dreamers of a bigger Javits Center: build it and they will not come. 


Copyright 2001 The New York Times Company 
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RELATIONSHIP OF CONVENTION FACILITIES TO MASS TRANSIT 



Montreal 


Myrtle Beach 


Nashville 


Convention Center 


Convention Center 





































































































public 

transit 


access8 

notes 


New Orleans 

Convention Center 

New York City 

Jacob Javitts Convention 
Center 


Niagara Falls. New York ! JFK International Conven- 
i tion Center 


Civic Center 


Oakland H. J. Kaiser Convention 

Center 


Convention Center 


Myriad Convention Center 


Municipal Auditorium 


Ottawa I Conference Center of 

j Canada 


Norfolk 


Ocean City. Manland 


Oklahoma City 


Omaha 



Pittsburgh 

David Lawrence Conven¬ 
tion Center 

Portland ! 

Convention Center 

Providence 

Providence Civic Center 


Sacramento 


Saint Louis 


Saint Paul 


San Dieso 


San h rancisco 



Convention Center 


Convention Center 


Civic Center 


Sait Palace 


Convention Center 


Moscone Convention 
Center 


Convention Center 


Curtis Hixon Convention 
Hall i 


Canadian National Exhibi- j 
tion 


EjajagijBilEjlijEj 



notes . 

* = has its own station 
,CR = commuter rail 
ETB = electric trolley bus 
HRT = heavy rapid transit 
LRT = light-rail transit 
MON = monorailway 
P-M = people-mover 
StR = street railway 


1 within one to three blocks of convention center 

2 in all instances, bus service is available. 

3 It is intended to convert the vintage trolley line (ATT) lo light-rail transit (LRT) 

'1 dedicated fare-free electric buses link waterfront. downtown, convention center, and festival market place 

5 next to University of Albert a campus 

6 the vintage trolley lines ore to be converted to full-scale LRT 

7 within one to three blocks of convention center 

8 in all instances, bus service is available. 

9 The Penn Shuttle branch of the LRT system that serves this facility is temporarily out of service. 

10 The underground electric trolley-bus Lute is to be converted to LRT 

11 a new convention center is being built on the Garrison Channel waterfront: the old one is on the Hillsborough River 
waterfront 

GJT/GTVy(P-]SOyHI.E:PRACCONVENnONCENTERSANDTR.ANSrT.DOC 22 August 1999 
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BEEEALOCONVENT.ON CENTER TROJECT 


URS CORPORATION 


TRANSPORTATION ELEMENTS 


a nrti in. 2001 
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The County of Erie is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to study and evaluate the environmental, 
economic, and social impacts of the proposed New Buffalo Convention Center Project Four project alternatives will 
initially be evaluated in tie EIS. Potential new sites include the Mohawk Street Site and the Waterfront Site. In 
addition, expansion/renovation of the existing Convention Center will also be studies as an alternative in the EIS 
as well as the no action alternative. 

We are here today because construction of a new Convention Center is a major investment in the city and region. As 
such, the County intends to obtain as much public input as possible on the potential location and impacts associated 
with this project We are prepared to listen to your comments and concerns so that they can be addressed in the EIS. 

Please review the displays located throughout the Open House, and then provide us with your comments to help focus 
our environmental study. 


What topics are key to you? 

What topics are key to the community? 



IVays to Provide Comments: 

• Type your comments directly into our database at the computer stations 

• Provide verbal comments at any of the exhibit stations 

• Fill out a comment sheet and drop it into the comment box 

• Visit the project web site at www.bfloconventioncentetene.com regularly 

You may also provide written comments at a later date. However, all comments must be postmarked by April 24,2001 
in order to be considered in the environmental study. Written comments should be submitted to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor Rath Building 
95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT MEETING 

FEEDBACK 


Thank you for attending the new Buffalo Convention Center open house. Please help make future 
meetings more productive by responding to the following questions: 


1. Did you look at the displays? 




□ NO 


2. Did you get the information you needed to formulate questions/comments? 




□ NO 


3. Did the people at the displays respond to your questions? 


□ NO 


4. Did you provide comments? 

jj^YES □ 

5. If yes, which format did you use? 

J^Comment sheets 
ptf 'Verba I 
f~~1 Laptop computer 


□ NO 


6. Did you like the open house format? 


□ NO 


7. Any additional comments? 



Email 


feadb££<^CG{V3/23/Q'i-ORA 
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The County of Erie is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to study and evaluate the environmental, 
economic, and social impacts of the proposed New Buffalo Convention Center Project. Four project alternatives will 
initially be evaluated in die EIS. Potential new sites include the Mohawk Street Site and the Waterfront Site. In 
addition, expansion/renovation of the existing Convention Center will also be studies as an alternative in the EIS 
as well as the no action alternative. 

We are here today because construction of a new Convention Center is a major investment in the city and region. As 
such, the County intends to obtain as much public input as possible on the potential location and impacts associated 
with this project We are prepared to listen to your comments and concerns so that they can be addressed in the EIS. 

Please review the displays located throughout the Open House, and then provide us with your comments to help focus 
our environmental study: 


What topics are key to you? 

What topics are key to the community? 


ENTHVEXIT 



Ways to Provide Comments: 

• Type your comments directly into our database at the computer stations 

• Provide verbal comments at any of the exhibit stations 

• Fill out a comment sheet and drop it into the comment box 

• Visit the project web site at www.bfloconventioncenter.ene.com regularly 

You may also provide written comments at a later date. However, all comments must be postmarked by April 24,2001 
in order to be considered in the environmental study. Written comments should be submitted to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th/floor Rath Building 








NEW BUFFA LO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT MEETING 

—^FEEDBACK 


Thank you for attending the new Buffalo Convention Center open house. Please help make future 
meetings more productive by responding to the following questions: 

1. Did you look at the displays? 

□''YES □ NO 

2. Did you get the information you needed to formulate questions/comments? 

□'YES □ NO 

3. Did the people at the displays respond to your questions? 

□'YES □ NO 


4. Did you provide comments? 

□^YES 


□ NO 


5. If yes, which format did you use? 

□'Comment sheets 
n Verbal 

I I Laptop computer 

6. Did you like the open house format? 

□'YES □ NO 


7. Any additional comments? 



8. Would you like to be put on the mailing list? if yes, please provide: 



The County of Erie is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to study and evaluate the environmental, 
economic, and social impacts of the proposed New Buffalo Convention Center Project Four project alternatives will 
initially be evaluated in the EIS. Potential new sites include the Mohawk Street Site and the Waterfront Site. In 
addition, expansion/renovation of the existing Convention Center will also be studies as an alternative in the EIS 
as well as the no action alternative. 

We are here today because construction of a new Convention Center is a major investment in the city and region. As 
such, the County intends to obtain as much public input as possible on the potential location and impacts associated 
with this project We are prepared to listen to your comments and concerns so that they can be addressed in the EIS. 

Please review the displays located throughout the Open House, and then provide us with your comments to help focus 
our environmental study: 

What topics are key to you? 

What topics are key to the community? 


emtbvexit 


Ways to Provide Comments : 

• Type your comments directly into our database at the computer stations 

• Provide verbal comments at any of the exhibit stations 

• Fill out a comment sheet and drop it into the comment box 

• Visit the project web site at www.bfloconventioncenter.ene.com regularly 

You may also provide written comments at a later date. However, all comments must be postmarked by April 24,2001 
in order to be considered in the environmental study. Written comments should be submitted to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor Rath Building 
95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT MEETING 

. FEEDBACK 


Thank you for attending the new Buffalo Convention Center open house. Please help make future 
meetings more productive by responding to the following questions: 

1. Did you look at the displays? 

□ YES B'nO 

2. Did you get the information you needed to formulate questions/comments? 

[^YES □ NO 

3. Did the people at the displays respond to your questions? 

□ YES □ NO 

4. Did you provide comments? 

YES □ NO 


r 

B'ye 


5. If yes, which format did you use? 

FT Comment sheets 
□ Verbal 

[~1 Laptop computer 

6. Did you like the open house format? 


eTyes 


□ NO 


7. Any additional comments? 

P C-SoOi. fe.P<s»J 1AC *7 ~XnS taflj rwi o CU4 

s> trrt- To /»•/*<£ m /^-rngyvo tx*w s/3 <<ctvc 


->VT ifgTW i- If.s 6-.anr>J 


t 


8. Would you like to be put on the mailing list? if yes, please provide: 

Name _ 

Address- 


Email 
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The County of Erie is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to study and evaluate the environmental, 
economic, and social impacts of the proposed New Buffalo Convention Center Project. Four project alternatives will 
initially be evaluated in the EIS. Potential new sites include the Mohawk Street Site and the Waterfront Site. In 
addition, expansion/renovation of the existing Convention Center will also be studies as an alternative in the EIS 
as well as the no action alternative. 


We are here today because construction of a new Convention Center is a major investment in the city and region. As 
such, the County intends to obtain as much public input as possible on the potential location and impacts associated 
with this project We are prepared to listen to your comments and concerns so that they can be addressed in the EIS. 

Please review the displays located throughout the Open House, and then provide us with your comments to help focus 
our environmental study: 


What topics are key to you? 

What topics are key to the community? 



Ways to Provide Comments: 

• Type your comments directly into our database at the computer stations 

• Provide verbal comments at any of the exhibit stations 

• Fill out a comment sheet and drop it into the comment box 

• Visit the project web site at www.bfloconventioncenter.ene.com regularly 

You may also provide written comments at a later date. However, all comments must be postmarked by April 24,2001 
in order to be considered in the environmental study. Written comments should be submitted to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor Rath Building 
95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT ME ETING 

FEEDBACK 


Thank you for attending the new Buffalo Convention Center open house. Please help make future 
meetings more productive by responding to the following questions: 

1. Did you look at the displays? 


«/» ^ ^ 


2. Did you get the information you needed to formulate questions/comments? 

□ YES □ NO l ^~ 

ifvJc -frlK— CC-ii 

3. Did the people at the displays respond to your questions? 


□ YES 


□ NO 


4. Did you provide comments? 

EKyes □ NO 

5. If yes, whicMdrmat did you use? 

M Comment sheets 
I I Verbal 

1 I Laptop computer 

6. Did you like th^-open house format? 

GJyes □ NO 

7. Any additional comments? 


8. Would you like to be put on the mailing list? if yes, please provide: 

Name ___ ■ _ 

Address - 


Email 
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The County of Erie is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to study and evaluate the environmental, 
economic, and social impacts of the proposed New Buffalo Convention Center Project Four project alternatives will 
initially be evaluated in the EIS. Potential new sites include the Mohawk Street Site and the Waterfront Site. In 
addition, expansion/renovation of the existing Convention Center will also be studies as an alternative in the EIS 
as well as the no action alternative. 

We are here today because construction of a new Convention Center is a major investment in the city and region. As 
such, the County intends to obtain as much public input as possible on the potential location and impacts associated 
with this project We are prepared to listen to your comments and concerns so that they can be addressed in the EIS. 

Please review the displays located throughout the Open House, and then provide us with your comments to help focus 
our environmental study; 


What topics are key to you? 

What topics are key to the community? 



Ways to Provide Comments: 

• Type your comments directly into our database at the computer stations 

• Provide verbal comments at any of the exhibit stations 

• Fill out a comment sheet and drop it into the comment box 

• Visit the project web site at www.bfloconvennoncenter.ene.com regularly 

You may also provide written comments at a later date However, all comments must be postmarked by April 24,2001 
in order to be considered in the environmental study. Written comments should be submitted to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor Rath Building 
95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT 


MEETING 

FEEDBACK 


Thank you for attending the new Buffalo Convention Center open house. Please help make future 
meetings more productive by responding to the following questions: 


1. Did you look at the displays? 

tTfeS □ NO 

2. Did you get the information you needed to formulate questions/comments? 

^3? YES □ NO 

3. Did the people at the displays respond to your questions? 

p-JES □ NO 

4. Did you provide comments? 

P^ES □ NO 

5. If yes, which format did you use? 

'^QzSomment sheets 
ll Verbal 

I I Laptop computer 

6. Did you like the open house format? 

^>YES □ NO 

7. Any additional comments? 

(j-p , U rfT |/~ , /MjJ W 


8. Would you like to be put on the mailing list? if yes, please provide: 


Name 


Address 


yC> /J w) cnrj. 




Email (a} 'jArTA^~6 , 
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The County of Erie is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to study and evaluate the environmental, 
economic, and social impacts of the proposed New Buffalo Convention Center Project. Four project alternatives will 
initially be evaluated in the EIS. Potential new sites include the Mohawk Street Site and the Waterfront Site. In 
addition, expansion/renovation of the existing Convention Center will also be studies as an alternative in the EIS 
as well as the no action alternative. 

We are here today because construction of a new Convention Center is a major investment in the city and region. As 
such, the County intends to obtain as much public input as possible on the potential location and impacts associated 
with this project. We are prepared to listen to your comments and concerns so that they can be addressed in the EIS . 

Please review the displays located throughout the Open House, and then provide us with your comments to help focus 
our environmental study: 

What topics are key to you? 

What topics are key to the community? 



Ways to Provide Comments: 

* Type your comments directly into our database at the computer stations 

* Provide verbal comments at any of the exhibit stations 

* Fill out a comment sheet and drop it into the comment box 

* Visit the project web site at www.bfloconventioncenter.ene.com regularly 

You may also provide written comments at a later date. However, all comments must be postmarked by April 24,2001 
in order to be considered in the environmental study. Written comments should be submitted to: 

Michael Krasner, AiCP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor Rath Building 
95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT M E ETIN G 

—^FEEDBACK 

Thank you for attending the new Buffalo Convention Center open house. Please help make future 
meetings more productive by responding to the following questions: 

1. Did you look at the displays? 

w YES □ NO 

2. Did you get the information you needed to formulate questions/comments? 

t3>ES □ NO 

3. Did the people at the displays respond to your questions? 

YES □ NO 

4. Did you provide comments? 

PpES □ NO 

5. If yes, which format did you use? 

Comment sheets 
I I Verbal 

l~~l Laptop computer 

6. Did you like the open house format? 

0" YES □ NO 

7. Any additional comments? 





The County of Erie is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to study and evaluate the environmental, 
economic, and social impacts of the proposed New Buffalo Convention Center Project Four project alternatives will 
initially be evaluated in trie EIS. Potential new sites include the Mohawk Street Site and the Waterfront Site. In 
addition, expansion/renovation of the existing Convention Center will also be studies as an alternative in the EIS 
as well as the no action alternative. 

We are here today because construction of a new Convention Center is a major investment in the city and region. As 
such, the County intends to obtain as much public input as possible on the potential location and impacts associated 
with this project. We are prepared to listen to your comments and concerns so that they can be addressed in the EIS. 

Please review the displays located throughout the Open House, and then provide us with your comments to help focus 
our environmental study: 

What topics are key to you? 

What topics are key to the community? 



Ways to Provide Comments: 

• Type your comments direcdy into our database at the computer stations 

• Provide verbal comments at any of the exhibit stations 

• Fill out a comment sheet and drop it into the comment box 

• Visit the project web site at www.bfloconventioncentef.ene.com regularly 

You may also provide written comments at a later date. However, all comments must be postmarked by April 24,2001 
in order to be. considered in the environmental study. Written comments should be submitted to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor Rath Building 
95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 
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MEETING 
FEEDBACK 

Thank you for attending the new Buffalo Convention Center open house. Please help make future 
meetings more productive by responding to the following questions: 

1. Did you look at the displays? 

JffYES □ NO 

2. Did you get the information you needed to formulate questions/comments? 

YES □ NO 

3. Did the people at the displays respond to your questions? 

Zf YES □ NO 




NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT 




4. Did you provide comments? 




□ NO 


5. If yes, which format did you use? 

omment sheets 

□ Verbal ° A 

I""! Laptop computer 

6. Did you like the open house format? 

as loo 

c 'Y«_'Vc,Vc«v\ iv>tt> Cb^.s >C$S > c=tVyoy' 

7. Any additional comments? 
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The County of Erie is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to study and evaluate the environmental, 
economic, and social impacts of the proposed New Buffalo Convention Center Project Four project alternatives will 
initially be evaluated in die EIS. Potential new sites include the Mohawk Street Site and the Waterfront Site. In 
addition, expansion/renovation of the existing Convention Center will also be studies as an alternative in the EIS 
as well as the no action alternative. 

We are here today because construction of a new Convention Center is a major investment in the city and region. As 
such, the County intends to obtain as much public input as possible on the potential location and impacts associated 
with this project We are prepared to listen to your comments and concerns so that they can be addressed in the EIS. 

Please review the displays located throughout the Open House, and then provide us with your comments to help focus 
our environmental study: 

What topics are key to you? 

What topics are key to the community? 



Ways to Provide Comments: 

• Type your comments directly into our database at the computer stations 

• Provide verbal comments at any of the exhibit stations 

• Fill out a comment sheet and drop it into the comment box 

• Visit the project web site at www.bfloconventioncenter.ene.com regularly 

You may also provide written comments at a later date. However, all comments must be postmarked by April 24,2001 
in order to be considered in the environmental study. Written comments should be submitted to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor Rath Building 
95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT 


MEETING 

FEEDBACK 


Thank you for attending the new Buffalo Convention Center open house. Please help make future 
meetings more productive by responding to the following questions: 


1. Did you look at the displays? 

0 YES □ NO 

2. Did you get the information you needed to formulate questions/comments? 

ETyes □ NO 

3. Did the people at the displays respond to your questions? 

0^YES □ NO 

4. Did you provide comments? 

[ETyes □ NO 

5. If yes, which format did you use? 

Comment sheets 
FT^Verbal 

I I Laptop computer 

6. Did you like the open house format? 

O'YES □ NO 

7. Any additional comments? 




8. Would you like to be put on the mailing list? if yes, please provide: 

Name __ 

Address 5 ~ QSJC-OtJ VUtCL- _ 

/ f G^| /cf- 24 j _ 


E ma i| _ bXLt) ptfjTVr Q, « CjPr^ 

02\G0iSS3 ECO? fee<i^acK.CDR-3/?5/0VGRA 
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The County of Erie is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to study and evaluate the environmental, 
economic, and social impacts of the proposed New Buffalo Convention Center Project. Four project alternatives will 
initially be evaluated in the EIS. Potential new sites include the Mohawk Street Site and the Waterfront Site. In 
addition, expansion/renovation of the existing Convention Center will also be studies as an alternative in the EIS 
as well as the no action alternative. 

We are here today because construction of a new Convention Center is a major investment in the city and region. As 
such, the County intends to obtain as much public input as possible on the potential location and impacts associated 
with this project We are prepared to listen to your comments and concerns so that they can be addressed in the EIS. 

Please review the displays located throughout the Open House, and then provide us with your comments to help focus 
our enviro nm ental study: 

What topics are key to you? 

What topics are key to the community? 



Ways to Provide Comments: 

• Type your comments directly into our database at the computer stations 

• Provide verbal comments at any of the exhibit stations 

• Fill out a comment sheet and drop it into the comment box 

• Visit the project web site at www.bfloconventioncenter.ene.com regularly 

You may also provide written comments at a later date. However, all comments must be postmarked by April 24, 2001 
in order to be considered in the environmental study. Written comments should be submitted to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor Rath Building 
95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT MEETING 

—-——■ FEEDBACK 


Thank you for attending the new Buffalo Convention Center open house. Please help make future 
meetings more productive by responding to the following questions: 

1. Did you look at the displays? 


STYES 


□ NO 


2. Did you get the information you needed to formulate questions/comments? 

S YES □ NO 

3. Did the people at the displays respond to your questions? 

S^YES □ NO 


4. Did you provide comments? 

ST YES □ NO 

5. If yes, which format did you use? 

E?T Comment sheets 
Verbal 

I I Laptop computer 

6. Did you like the open house format? 

S YES □ NO 


7. Any additional comments? 



8. Would you like to be put on the mailing list? if yes, please provide: 



Email 


02:001238 EC02 Ol/meefeKJ fssdbac-'K. COR 3/23/01 -G3A 
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The County of Erie is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to study and evaluate the enviro nm ental 
economic, and social impacts of the proposed New Buffalo Convention Center Project Four project alternatives will 
initially be evaluated in the EIS. Potential new sites include the Mohawk Street Site and the Waterfront Site. In 
addition, expansion/renovation of the existing Convention Center will also be studies as an alternative in the EIS ' 
as well as the no action alternative. 

f 

We are here today because construction of a new Convention Center is a major investment in the city and region. As 
such, the County intends to obtain as much public input as possible on the potential location and impacts associated 
with this project We are prepared to listen to your comments and concerns so that they can be addressed in the EIS. 

Please review the displays located throughout the Open House, and then provide us with your comments to help focus 
our environmental study 


What topics are key to you? 

What topics are key to the community? 



(?/>7<££.n 


Ways to Provide Comments: 

■m: 

• Type your comments directly into our databas£at the computer stations 

• Provide verbal comments at any of the exhibit stations 

• Fill out a comment sheet and drop it into the comment box 

• Visit the project web site at www.bfloconventioncenter.ene.com regularly 

You may also provide written comments at a later date. However, all comments must be postmarked by April 24,2001 
in order to be considered in the environmental study. Written comments should be submitted to: 


Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor Rath Building 
95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT MEETING 

—FEEDBACK 


Thank you for attending the new Buffalo Convention Center open house. Please help make future 
meetings more productive by responding to the following questions: 

1. Did you look at the displays? 

^1 YES □ NO 

2. Did you get the information you needed to formulate questions/comments? 

gj YES □ NO 

3. Did the people at the displays respond to your questions? 

0 YES □ NO 

4. Did you provide comments? 

0 YES □ NO 

1 5. If yes, which format did you use? 

1X1 Comment sheets 
I I Verbal 

I I Laptop computer 
6. Did you like the open house format? 

0 YES □ N0 


7. Any additional comments? 





^’ir' 4 $~0s!2- 


8. Would you like to be put on the mailing list? if yes, please provide: 

Nome M ’g*T 6 lutrFcM _ 


Address $T~ _ 

fyi/Fv^^ci y~f muy 




Email 


02:001288 EC02 Ol/mseUraj feedback.CDR-3;23/01Gi ; !A 
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The County of Erie is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to study and evaluate the environmental, 
economic, and social impacts of the proposed New Buffalo Convention Center Project. Four project alternatives will 
initially be evaluated in the EIS . Potential new sites include the Mohawk Street Site and the Waterfront Site. In 
addition, expansion/renovation of the existing Convention Center will also be studies as an alternative in the EIS 
as well as the no action alternative. 

We are here today because construction of a new Convention Center is a major investment in the city and region. As 
such, the County intends to obtain as much public input as possible on the potential location and impacts associated 
with this project. We are prepared to listen to your comments and concerns so that they can be addressed in the EIS. 

Please review the displays located throughout the Open House, and then provide us with your comments to help focus 
our environmental study: 

What topics are key to you? 

What topics are key to the community? 



Ways to Provide Commentss 

• Type your comments directly into our database at the computer stations 

• Provide verbal comments at any of the exhibit stations 

• Fill out a comment sheet and drop it into the comment box 

• Visit the project web site at www.bfloconventioncenter.ene.com regularly 

You may also provide written comments at a later date However, all comments must be postmarked by April 24,2001 
in order to be considered in the environmental study. Written comments should be submitted to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor Rath Building 
95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT MEETING 

. ■■ ■ FEEDBACK 


Thank you for attending the new Buffalo Convention Center open house. Please help make future 
meetings more productive by responding to the following questions: 


1. Did you look at the displays? 


[^YES 


□ NO 


2. Did you get the information you needed to formulate questions/comments? 

□ NO 

3. Did the people at the displays respond to your questions? 

[EHES □ NO 

4. Did you provide comments? 

□ NO 

5. If yes, which format did you use? 

I I Comment sheets 

rZkVerbal 

I I Laptop computer 

6. Did you like the open house format? 

0^YES □ NO 


7. Any additional comments? 



8. Woula you like to be put on the mailing list? if yes, please provide: 


Name 


Address 


Email 
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The County of Erie is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to study and evaluate the environmental, 
economic, and social impacts of the proposed New Buffalo Convention Center Project Four project alternatives will 
initially be evaluated in tiie EIS. Potential new sites include the Mohawk Street Site and the Waterfront Site. In 
addition, expansion/renovation of the existing Convention Center will also be studies as an alternative in the EIS 
as well as the no action alternative. 

We are here today because construction of a new Convention Center is a major investment in the city and region. As 
such, the County intends to obtain as much public input as possible on the potential location and impacts associated 
with this project We are prepared to listen to your comments and concerns so that they can be addressed in the EIS. 

Please review the displays located throughout the Open House, and then provide us with your comments to help focus 
our environmental study. 

What topics are key to you? 

What topics are key to the community? 



Ways to Provide Comments: 

• Type your comments directly into our database at the computer stations 

• Provide verbal comments at any of the exhibit stations 

• Fill out a comment sheet and drop it into the comment box 

• Visit the project web site at www.bfloconventioncenter.ene.com regularly 

You may also provide written comments at a later date. However, all comments must be postmarked by April 24,2001 
in order to be considered in the environmental study. Written comments should be submitted to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor Rath Building 
95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT MEETING 

—— FEEDBACK 

Thank you for attending the new Buffalo Convention Center open house. Please help make future 
meetings more productive by responding to the following questions: 

1. Did you look at the displays? 

fES □ NO 

2. Did you get the information you needed to formulate questions/comments? 

fES □ NO 

3. Did the people at the displays respond to your questions? 

rES □ NO 




jjZ^E 


4. Did you provide comments? 

□ NO 

5. If yes, which format did you use? 

C^J/Comment sheets 
/EH Verbal 

□ Laptop computer 

6. Did you like the open house format? 




□ NO 



bcr^-r; A /l/k/U/lH 


II 



[/b^rcn^\ yt 


-&=■ -- 

-w? (Aj _a- - 

qaJrJUbXh /uXla /mJd \smajuuJL 


Name . 
Address 









The County of Erie is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to study and evaluate the environmental, 
economic, and social impacts of the proposed New Buffalo Convention Center Project. Four project alternatives will 
initially be evaluated in the EIS. Potential new sites include the Mohawk Street Site and the Waterfront Site. In 
addition, expansion/renovation of the existing Convention Center will also be studies as an alternative in the EIS 
as well as the no action alternative. 

We are here today because construction of a new Convention Center is a major investment in the city and region. As 
such, the County intends to obtain as much public input as possible on the potential location and impacts associated 
with this project We are prepared to listen to your comments and concerns so that they can be addressed in the EIS. 

Please review the displays located throughout the Open House, and then provide us with your comments to help focus 
our environmental study; 


What topics are key to you? 

What topics are key to the community? 


ENTER/6XIT 



Ways to Provide Comments: 

• Type your comments directly into our database at the computer stations 

• Provide verbal comments at any of the exhibit stations 

• Fill out a comment sheet and drop it into the comment box 

• Visit the project web site at www.bfloconventioncentenene.com regularly 

You may also provide written comments at a later date. However, all comments must be postmarked by April 24,2001 
in order to be considered in the environmental study. Written comments should be submitted to: 

Michael Krasner, AICP 
County of Erie 

Department of Environment and Planning 
10th Floor Rath Building 
95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, NY 14202 
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NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT MEETING 

—^■ FEEDBACK 


Thank you for attending the new Buffalo Convention Center open house. Please help make future 
meetings more productive by responding to the following questions: 



1. Did you look at the displays? 

^ YES □ NO 

2. Did you get the information you needed to formulate questions/comments? 

□ NO 

3. Did the people at the displays respond to your questions? 

p3^YES □ NO 

4. Did you provide comments? 

<£TyES □ NO 


If yes, which format did you use? 
. J^^ Comment sheets 
JSKVerbal 

I I Laptop computer 


6. Did you like the open house format? 

^YES □ NO 

7. Any additional comments? 

~T uJonAp _ Ta k'Alru.l _ 

,/^SooT {JMA-r ^i/x> 

\jCOST- 1 sZfcW 


8. Would you like to be put on the mailing list? if yes, please provide: 

Name _ fW^ _ 

Address . 5 5 5 :4 ZW a Jo ,h# L\/£ - . 

LtfKF- )//gtaJ Ajy /jolts' 

Email (Q C^O/Yl 
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BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT 


TRANSPORTATION ELEMENTS 
MARCH 27,2001 


Comments:_ 

jfcyk/' 
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Name: ---- 

Address: - 
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Ecology and Environment, Inc. 


3/27/01 2:11:03 PM 
Richard Jezewski 
citizen 

723 Prospect Ave. #15 
BUFFALO New York 14213 
Topic: opinion/ suggestion 

attention MUST BE PAID TO the needs/desires of the Citizens for Common Sense, as well as others who care 
about the welfare of BUFFALO, N.Y., NOT JUST THE BUSINESS SECTOR. This affects MORE than just the busi 
sector. 

3/27/01 2:33:40 PM 
William Pongo 

Northern Light Development Co. 

4198 Main St. 4198 Main St. 

Williamsville New York 14226 

Topic: Very intrested in seeing new center @ mohawk site. 

I feel it is a great chance for Buffalo to attract major hotels and private investment as well as convention tra' 
We represent many intrests. 

3/27/01 3:27:25 PM 
David Gaeddert 
(self) 

171 Sanders Road #4 
Buffalo New York 14216-1317 

Topic: V. Good presentation, comment space too small! 

Dear People: I came down on this vacation-week afternoon to seee what was being proposed, and see if I cc 
help the future of my city. I am impressed with the planning and layout of your display. I am impressed with 
intelligence and friendliness of the people I talked with. This set up helped me learn what is proposed, and h 
me develop my own views on the proposals. I will present a longer essay from home. THIS COMMENT AREA 
TOO --'N SMALL, IS NOT DEFINED!! I want to stress my aversion to big, expensive projects, not planned wel 
enough. I want to stress my feeling—the whole world is more competitive than in the past. Businesses in Bui 
& WNY seem very fragile. Any new projects should be carefully planned, conservatively financed, should be \ 
careful of existing businesses. I am kind of in favor of the "null option"—Convention center is now running at 
small profit. Take care of it, enjoy the benefits it now brings it. Some people don’t like the appearance of the 
center. Looks ok to me, it seems to fit into the neighborhood, but I'm used to working in dumps. "Suggestioi 
is to keep existing building, renovate, maybe more glass for a more modern look, tie this in with "green desi 
maximum use of windows and solar panels for max HVAC economy. This would also be more of a "talking po 
bring more business in. —Thanx for this opportunity— 

3/27/01 4:32:27 PM 
richard willert 

resident of downtown buffalo 
12 marina park 
buffalo New York 14202 
Topic: weekend traffic 

my wife and I often drive by the existing convention center on the weekends, often in the morning looking fc 
place to have breakfast. It's difficult tofind a place apart from the hotels. We have often driven by the Conve 
Center and found conventioneers with their nametags obviouslylooking for somewhere to eat. It does not sei 
as though the existing center has brought much in the way of that sort of business. It also seems strange to 
that Peller and Muir, the upscale men's clothing store went out of business: I would have thought that the 
convention center would have brought at least some business to a store like that. It also seems to me that tl 
existing convention center sort of breaks up and blocks off parts of downtown from each other. Both Franklir 
Pearl streets seem diminished since the coming of the convention center. I don't see how a new convention 
center will have any different effect on the streets adjacent to it. These big boxy buildings don't seem to do ; 
thing for the people who live close by to them. Further while I don't have statistics to back this up, there's n< 
that the existing convention center is making any kind of "profit": either in jobs, direct revenues, or ripple ef 
revenues for either the city or the WNY region. 


http://www.bfloconventioncenter.ene.com/comgiegj^_view.asp 
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Ecology and Environment, Inc. 
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3/27/01 4:59:35 PM 
joel giambrA Giambra 


Topic: 


3/27/01 5:45:24 PM 
willert richard 

resident of downtown buffalo 
12 marina park 
buffalo New York 14202 

Topic: convention center reveues & economic impact 

I stopped by the SCOPING session march 27 and stoppedat a dispalay which indicated that the current 
convention center draws about 119,000 people and has as economic impact of 100,2000,000 dollars. That o 
out to about $850 per attendee. I would be most interested in how this latter figure is determined. Is it base 
"real" numbers or some sort of formula that calculates a "ripple effect"? I find it impossible to believe that ec 
attendee directly spends over $800. As someone who lives in downtown Buffalo I find it difficult to believe th 
there is even a ripple effect of the magnitude you suggest. Wouldn't the size of this multiplier depend on the 
proportion of people who came from out of town versus those who attended from around here? If Buffalo dre 
high proportion of out of town conventioneers your numbers might make more sense, but it seems to me th; 
many of our conventions are "local" where people come in for the day and maybe buy lunch but are not sper 
much money. 

3/27/01 6:12:15 PM 
richard willert 

resident of downtown buffalo 
12 marina park 
buffalo 14202 

Topic: national trends and other issues 

What is the national trend in convention center use? It seems to me that those who argue in favor of a 
convention center does so by arguing that there conventions are a "growth industry" in which Buffalo can shi 
we only build a new center. What are the actual trends? The sense I have is that growth is fairly flat and thai 
big cities which already have huge centers are already competing for conventions which we might have been 
to attract. Also when you calculate the income derived from a convention center do you subtract out the incc 
derived from the site before the center was built. To be fair you should only brag about "new" money brough 
above and beyond what was being derived from the site previously. Further, since a convention center is use 
only part of the year, what is the cost of having a big empty building sitting in the middle of downtown for m 
days of the year. Do the convention center proposals include any ideas on ways the building can be used on 
days? If not it seems; to me you have a giant white elephant many days of the year. Also are there definite ic 
for how the old conventioncenter will be used? Not just a list of possibilities, but real proposals where the de 
have been fully worked out. I read in the paper some time ago that there several sources of funding (city, cc 
state, private, etc) and that many had expressed doubt about a new center and were very reluctant to comn 
funds. My guess is that you don't really have the funding. Finally, the "Mohawk" site in particular has some o 
but interesting buildings. I've been in other cities where these kinds of buildidngs have been rehabed and an 
sought after as housing and business locations? Is it really sensible,in a city which has something of a repute 
as a place containing interesting architecture, to tear a substantial chunk of it down? 

3/27/01 6:20:58 PM 
Marilee Cozzi 
Old Editions Book Shop 
3124 Main St. 

Buffalo New York 14214 

Topic: Mohawk Convention Center Proposed Site 

We feel that the Mohawk site is the best location for many reasons including accessibility to expressways, siz 
proximity to Downtown central area, etc. 


http://www.bfloconventioncenter.ene.com/comjjiei^j_vie\v.asp 
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3/27/01 12:48:10 PM 
Robert Heffern 
citizen 

278 Paramount Pkwy. 
buffalo New York 14223 
Topic: 

Building a convention center in any of the sites has disadvantages. Mohawk walls off east side and loses som 
good buildings and is too far from AdamsMark. Waterfront is another obstacle between downtown and water 
also is not near any hotels for pedestrian access(I.e. walking under the Thruway is not pleasant. Keep currer 
and put all plans on hold until an overall vision and strategy is developed. I would rather be late than to do t 
project badly, as some of buffalo's past experiences have proven. 

3/27/01 3:31:48 PM 
John Gartner 

John Gartner & Co. (also, Buffalo Ambassadors) 

26 Chasewood Ln. 

East Amherst New York 14051 
Topic: Alternative Sites 

I'm not convinced about the practicality of building a new box for conventions and leaving the current CC wit 
a specific and funded reuse (preferably on the tax rolls). The EIS should consider alterenative sites outside o 
CBD. If there is to be a new box, it should be built on SUNYAB land on Millersport Rd in Amherst. This site is 
surrounded hotels, restaurants, shopping and transportation. The subway could then be extended above gro 
on Millersport to UB and the new center bring visitors from downtown (the reverse of what is necessary for li 
conventions now). The current CC did very little during the past 20 years to "revitalize" downtown and neith< 
a new for the same reasons. It would be better to spend the public funds required for a new CC box on upgr; 
the area's WUG-generated athletic facilities and on housing and small business support in the CBD and near¬ 
downtown neighborhoods. 

3/27/01 4:25:25 PM 
Brian Brewer 

849 Delware Avenue, #503 
Buffalo New York 14209 

Topic: Convention Center: Public Scoping Session 

Knowing barely anything about this city (I am a new resident, recently moved here from New York City), my 
comment will be rather general. I simply wish to voice my opinion that building a convention center that is 
"green" and efficient with energy and other resources would do much to improve this city’s reputation for be 
nothing but a run-down, post-industrial abortion. By designing any new public buildings that utilize green 
technologies, city planners would send out the message that Buffalo is embracing the future. As a young per 
I can confidently state that ecological conservation through forward-looking technologies remain foremost ar 
my generation's concerns. Thank you for hearing my opinion. 

3/28/01 4:17:06 PM 

michael militello ' -• 

Bijou cafes-Bijou Grille 
643 Main St 

Buffalo New York 14202 
Topic: Preference (Mohawk Site) 

To Consolidate our entertainment resources where they can do the most good for our community and our 
convention visitors. 


/ 
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3/30/01 12:41:45 PM 
Dan Kohane 

Buffalo Convention Center Management Corporation 

1300 Liberty Building 

Buffalo NY 14202 

Topic: Convention Center 

Let me add my "written" voice to those who support the construction of a new convention center at the Moh; 
site. As Chair of the Convention Center Management Corporation, former Chair of the Board of the Greater 
Buffalo CVB and as a business person with a downtown office, I know and understand the importance of the 
convention and tourism industry to this community. A new state-of-the-art facility in a location which has be 
selected and endorsed by every group that has studied this issue is a compelling part of the revitilization of 
Buffalo and Erie County. All one needs to do to verify the importance of this economic engine is to look at otl 
communities in similar straits and measure the success of the centers built (and expanded) in those location 

4/16/01 11:13:32 PM 

Gerald Puckett, 

private citizen 

520 Karen Drive 

Rutland Vt. 05701 

Topic: convention center location 

Having grown up in the buffalo area, I am very interested in what happens in my home town. I would like to 
the convention center located at the waterfront site where less of the existing buildings and streets will be 
impacted. I also believe that the waterfront site holds much potential as the waterfront can be the future foe 
point of a Buffalo renaissance. 

4/17/01 9:21:16 AM 
Nancy Piatkowski 

115 North End 

Kenmore NY 14217 

Topic: convention center site 

This area is all! to willing to sacrifice what could be rehabitable buildings for what is called "progress". Why d 
need to spend millions to build a new convention center when the rest of the area is falling apart. If a new ce 
is built what happens to the old one? Another abandoned hulk like the Aud or Central Terminal? Perhaps the 
money and energy for yet another commission and study should be put into fixing what we have to encourac 
people to reclaim downtown for living and working. I may live in Kenmore but my work and life take me into 
city on a daily basis and I am appalled by what I see. We are locked into a bigger and supposedly better 
mentality and like the emperor "we ain't wearing any clothes". The same tired old men keep making the dec 
that the rest of us have to pay for- frankly I'm tired of it. Take the money and first of all fix the schools, fix 
housing. Make the effort to clean up the area- garbage and abandoned buildings to put it bluntly do nothing 
encourage people to visit or live in the area, put it bluntly do nothing to enhance the area's image. 

4/17/01 9:35:18 AM 
Bri 

Saint James Place 
Buffalo NY 14222 

Topic: Waterfront Site - Best Alternative 

The waterfront site by far is the best sight for the new convention center. Lets start to make use of all the vt 
land on our beautiful waterfront instead of demolishing the viable infrastructure located in the "Electric Distri 
Access to all the hotels downtown is achieved by the light-rail, taxi or walking and parking will be abundant i 
location. The location also offers easy accessibility from the Thruway, Skyway, railroad, light-rail, and the air 
without hassle (more so if the plans for the transportation hub in the old Aud come’to fruition). Please listen 
the public's opinions on this matter. A lot of what has been done in this area in the past was without public 
opinion and consent. Recently, with the Inner Harbor Project, the public spoke up and voiced their opinion's, 
hence stopping the "replica slip" and restoring what has been recently been excavated. Let the public decide 
where the new convention center should be built, not the politicians, not big business, not the people who wi 
gain great financial wealth for building it else where, but the public. 


http://www.bfloconventioncenter.ene.com/comgie^|_view.asp 


4/30/01 



Ecology and Environment, Inc. 


Page 5 of 8 


4/17/01 4:38:48 PM 
Jeanne Makai 

10096 Larkin Road 

North Collins New York 14111-9777 

Topic: Convention Center 

Buffalo has bigger problems than a new Convention Center. They should be remedied first Renovate the exis 
Convention Center (and do NOT enlarge it either) and stop tearing down what is left of Buffalo's old, beautifi 

buildings. Renovate them.they give the city Class ! We need Buffalo's proud History to build a proud Futui 

We need a city that we can point to a building and tell our children's children, "When your Great Great 
Grandfather came to America he started his own business there" That will ensure pride in future generations 
( Thats when people are proud of the city they are from and invite others to see it. . . No better publicity than 
"word of mouth" of people who love their City . A city can't be saved after it's been destroyed. A new conven 
center will do NOTHING to improve Buffalo or intice visitors here. 

4/17/01 8:11:12 PM 
Jean Dickson 

631 Crescent Ave. 

Buffalo NY 14216 

Topic: the proposed convention center 

I am not convinced that we need a nw convention center. It would certainly be another Buffalo disaster, if wi 
were to demolish several blocks of downtown buildings in order to build another huge structure. I am also 
concerned that any building not be done at the expense of the taxpayers of the city, almost none of whom w 
really benefit from such a building. I would suggest that there are much more important projects for Buffalo. 

4/18/01 8:36:38 AM 
Karen Miller 
concerned citizen 
143 Dexter Terrace 
Tonawanda NY 14150 
Topic: New convention center 

My first choice would be no. 4 - do nothing and save a bundle. To my way of thinking, and after reading aboi 
Boston’s lack of financial success with their new center, the money can be used for better projects. This will 
create minimum wage jobs and this area needs better than that. The construction jobs will probably go to oi 
state companies (do I sound cynical?) and even those will have limited impact. If we must waste time and m 
on a new center then let it be built on the waterfront so historic buildings and viable businesses won't lose oi 

4/18/01 10:18:47 AM 

Phil Marcello > 

10420 Rt. 39 • , 

Springville, NY 14141 

Topic: the proposed convevtion center 

A comprhensively-designed convention center should be built next to the airport, the present convention cer 
should be imploded so that the original street pattern can be restored, and downtown should be re-configure 
become pedestrian and (possibly) vehicular-friendly. The NFTA should begin to realize that the dinosaurs the 
rove the main lines should be replaced by vans that can be scheduled more flexibly to and from where the pi 
are. Basically, a convention center should be considered the magic bullet to cure the decades of urban 
degeneration. Sure, conventioneers can come to downtown, but then what? Oh, yes, baseball, hockey, the 
BPO...that's where the NFTA vans pick the slack. 


o 
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4/18/01 11:25:05 AM 
Harvey Garrett 
ClientLogic Corporation 
414 Richmond Avenue 
Buffalo NY 14222 

Topic: New Convention Center DownTown 

Do not put a new convention center downtown. Buffalo doesn't have enough activities in it's downtown area 
attract sufficient interest for convention goers. I attend conventions all over the world (mostly US) - Buffalo 
ready. It will not generate enough revenue to make it worth while. Let's concentrate instead on improving th 
down town area so that businesses, residents, and tourism can thrive. Please, no more mistakes. 

4/19/01 9:07:44 PM 
John Segmen. PhD, Psychologist 
Analytical Psychology Society of Western NY 
408 Franklin St. 

Buffalo NY 14202 

Topic: First of all, do no harm (regarding Convention Cen 

First choice: Do Nothing (best option, least expensive) Second Choice: Waterfront site, (least harmful action 
Third Choice: Spruce up current site. Fourth choice, not acceptable, Mohawk Site (maximum damage, expen 
without recompense—little likelihood of ever recovering any of the investment.) 

4/21/01 10:27:46 AM 

Nancy Vargo ^ 

Wolf Group Buffalo- 
40 Fountain Plaza - Suite 250 
Buffalo NY 14202 

Topic: Social and Economic Issues 

The future of Buffalo's economic success is dependent on a variety of factors. Private and public investment i 
housing, retail ventures, and office space in Downtown Buffalo is cruicial to the survival of the area. The 
construction of a new, adequate, and expandable convention center would serve as the core of the necessan 
development by providing jobs during the construction period and after the center opens. Attracting people 1 
Downtown Buffalo, whether it's for work or to attend a convention, gives the city the opportunity to showcas 
itself and attract more business and residents. Granted, the construction and reality of a convention center c 
operate in a vacuum and generate business without community support in the form of other intelligent urbar 
development. I can't state it strongly enough. Buffalo absolutely needs a new convention center. The city wil 
without the influx of money brought in by out-of-town convention attendees and the jobs and new businesse 
those visitors will attract. The current center is not at all competitive with comparable cities. It does not hav< 
ammenities and space to attract conventions and generate the economic advantages that Buffalo needs and 
deserves. Just build a new convention center. 

4/21/01 12:49:29 PM 
jack foran 

388 Crescent Ave. 

Buffalo NY 14214 

Topic: proposed convention center 

I am totally opposed to the Mohawk site alternative. We can't tear down functioning buildings/structural bloc 
downtown. I could go go along with any of the other three alternatives. 

4/23/01 3:28:26 PM 
James Rozanski 
Citizens for Common Sense 
92 West Winspear Avenue 
Buffalo NY 14214 
Topic: all 

Include the following comments: Development Objectives: • Provide Erie County with the best value for its rr 
by comparing the costs and benefits of spending the estimated $200 million cost for a new convention cente 
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with spending that money on multiple smaller investments (total $200 million) for creating a total neighborh 
in downtown. Money would be invested in businesses and housing by rehabbing existing buildings and buildii 
new infill buildings. Public green space and retail would be a strong part of the mix. • The recent RUDAT (Rec 
Urban Design Assistance Team) recently provided an unbiased expert study with recommendations to develc 
housing at the Lafayette Square and Genesee - Chippewa Street areas among other downtown sites. The Mo 
site should be evaluated as to best use in the context of these recommendations. • Any new convention cent 
must be planned as part of a total neighborhood, such as was done in San Francisco with Yerba Buena garde 
Environmental Issues /Green Design: The best "sustainable planning / green design" would be to build nothii 
The next best would involve the continuing use or adaptive reuse of existing buildings. Use of vacant 
underutilized land (e.g. surface parking lots) would be the most environmentally sound use of land for a new 
building. These factors should be added to the Green Design Criteria. Proposed Action: ■ New information in 
reports such as the 2000 Census should be reviewed and included in the EIS. Recent reports on the national 
downward trend in convention business and the large recent increase in available convention center space m 
be reviewed. • The unrealized expectations of large convention centers such as Chicago must be reviewed, si 
these large centers are now joining in the competition for smaller conventions. ■ The effects of the new 
convention facility in Newstead must be studied. Alternatives: 1. Add the site bounded by Clinton, Elm, Nortl 
Division, and Ellicott Streets to the list of alternatives. Only one building might need to be razed. It would pr 
an impetus to redevelop the Lafayette Hotel (See RUDAT Report). 2. On a regional basis Niagara Falls needs 
be considered as perhaps a better location for a regional convention center. It would be ineffective to promo 
two new centers in such a small region. 

4/23/01 8:50:54 PM 
Lynn Davis dmg world media 


Topic: 


4/23/01 8:51:47 PM 
Lynn Davis 
dmg world media 
325 Essjay Rd #100 
Williamsville 
Topic: 


4/23/01 9:49:03 PM 

Lynn Davis 

dmg world media 

325 Essjay Rd #100 

Williamsville NY 14221 

Topic: Buffalo Convention Center 

As Show Manager of the Buffalo Home and Garden Show presented by First Niagara Bank I have great intere 
the EIS study and the future of the Buffalo Convention Center. Although the Center staff is most accomodatii 
the facility is inconvenient for consumer shows. Parking during the week is a nightmare...thus the Show is or 
open in the evening on weekdays with the exception of Friday when the Show opens at 11:00am. Exhibitors 
consumers complain about how difficult it is to find parking since all of the adjacent lots and ramps are full. ( 
please note that suburban facilities..Clarence and Hamburg., usually offer free parking for exhibitors and 
consumers alike.)Move-in and move-out of the Home and Garden Show is incredibly difficult. The Center onh 
5 loading docks on Pearl Street which enable exhibitors to access the secon.d floor. Exhibitors on the first floe 
unload on Franklin Street and are forced to double and triple park in order to move-in and out of this facility, 
am very concerned about the plan to convert Franklin Street to a two way street... how it will be feasible for 
move-in and out of this facility? Will the County and/or City assist convention and show coordinators in prep; 
for traffic logistics..not to mention additional fees that will be incurred. If no action is taken and the facility 
remains "as is" we must address the parking issues as well as the issues of traffic and access to the 
facility....these same issues must be discussed should the facility be renovated or expanded. If the EIS stud> 
determines that a new facility is in order; which I sincerely hope is indeed the case, the location is of great 
importance. I am doubtful that either of the proposed locations..Mohawk/Waterfront... will allow for adequat 
parking, a headquaters hotel (physically connected), a truck staging area,adequate loading dock space, acce 
public transit, green space etc. I would strongly urge you to look at other second tier cities such as Pittsburg 
Cleveland, Minneapolis, Columbus etc. and review fioorplans, locations etc. Please note that dmg world medi 
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produces over 120 events each year in facilities all over the world. I would strongly recommend that you spe 
Paul Schweitzer, our Vice President of Mergers and Acquisitions, to hear his comments about the tradeshow . 
consumer show industry and facilities. Paul is an both an expert and a veteran in this industry and would offc 
wealth of information. You can reach Paul at 716 631-2266 ext. 107. My comments here merely addressed t 
tip of the iceberg. As we all know, this facility is not competitive when you compare it to other "sister" city 
facilities. I am in hopes that some day soon Buffalo will have a beautiful, functional, state-of-the-art convent 
center to host conventions, shows, conferences and community events. 

4/24/01 1:37:59 PM 
Paul Schweitzer 
dmg world media 
325 Essjay Rd 

Williamsville New York 14221 

Topic: Don't Make the Same Mistake with Location 

I am employed by dmg world media as their Vice President of Business Development - Home Interest Sectio 
With our main offices in Toronto and London, we have produced hundreds of trade shows and consumer shoi 
around the world. Having been in the Trade Show industry for 21 years I have had the opportunity to visit m 
every convention center in North America. What I have noticed in most cities where successful convention ce 
have been built is that they tend to be in areas that make future development quite easy. Seldom, though tf 
are exceptions, are convention centers jammed into the center of the business district or even in areas that 
currently developed (like the proposed Washington Street site) Rather they are usually built in areas with 
available vacant land (like the waterfront site) cann be developed along with the Convention Center. I can m 
numerous cities that built convention centers on vacant land and then ultimately developed around them. I.E 
Baltimore, Pittsburgh, Houston, Long Beach, Jacksonville, Tampa, West Palm Beach,Atlanta, Boston's new fa 
St Louis,Providence, Austin. Everyone of these cities built on the fringes of downtown where there was plent' 
space to develop the things that conventioneers and tourist want to see. Last week I was in Baltimore again 
it breaks my heart to see what they have been able to do there around a mediocre waterfront. What should 
Buffalo be able to develop around one of the Great Lakes! If we look nowhere else for guidance, we should Ic 
to Baltimore as to what an industrial, midsized city can do with its waterfront, using a new convention centei 
catalyst. I would be happy to share my observations of convention centers around North America. 
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_ Management Summary _ 

PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Panamerican Consultants, Inc. was contracted by Ecology and Environment, Inc., 
under subcontract to the Erie County Department of Environment and Planning, to 
conduct a Phase IA cultural resources investigation for the proposed Buffalo 
Convention Center alternatives. Erie County has proposed to construct a 400,000 to 
425,000 gross square-foot convention center with a 125,000 square-foot (sq-ft) main 
exhibition hall, as well as construction of a minimum 1,250-space parking facility within 
the boundaries of the project site. Three sites within the City of Buffalo have been 
identified for the location of the proposed convention center. The Phase IA study was 
conducted for three proposed alternatives: 

1) The Mohawk Site (Site A) comprises eleven acres (4.4 hectares) 
between Main Street on the west, Blossom Street on the east, East 
Huron Street on the north, and Broadway on the southern periphery; 

2) The existing Convention Center Site (Site B), owned and operated 
by Erie County, is a 180,000 sq-ft, two-story building containing a 
63,000-sq-ft main exhibition floor on the upper level. Its expansion 
would extend its boundaries to Main Street on the east, Court Street 
on the south and Pearl Street on the north. Franklin Street would 
remain its western boundary; 

3) The Waterfront Site (Site C) is located south of the central business 
district in an area that historically has been identified with 
manufacturing and industrial operations. The present site is a 
parking lot bounded roughly by Washington Street (west), Michigan 
Street (east), Scott Street (north), and Perry Street (south). 

The purpose of the survey was to identify any previously recorded cultural 
resources that may be impacted by the proposed construction of the project and to 
assess the likelihood that unrecorded resources may be present at the three proposed 
site locations for the new convention center. The investigation included a site file and 
literature check, archival and documentary research, a site inspection visit, and 
photographic documentation of structures within the three proposed site locations. 

The cultural resource investigation was conducted in compliance with the New 
York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA), the State Historic 
Preservation Act (SHPA), and all relevant federal legislation. The investigation was 
also conducted according to the New York Archaeological Council’s (NYAC) Standards 
for Archaeological Investigations. 
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

Prehistoric Resources: The extensive priordisturbance and urban development 
activities at these sites (A, B, and C) have largely destroyed any potential for locating 
intact prehistoric remains. Based on this extensive prior disturbance, the prehistoric 
sensitivity and the probability of discovering intact prehistoric cultural resources at Site 
A, B, or C is very low. Therefore, no specific plan is recommended to identify 
undiscovered prehistoric sites at Site A, B, or C. The investigation recommended for 
identifying potentially buried historic period deposits will be more than adequate to 
identify any prehistoric site deposits. 

Historic Resources. As appropriate, mechanical testing will be required at each 
site due to the urban setting. A backhoe will be required to remove enough 
overburden to reach any potential deposits that may be buried six-to-ten feet below the 
present ground surface. All safety laws and regulations should be implemented during 
subsurface excavations. The following is a brief discussion of each site. 

Mohawk Site (A). There is a high to moderate likelihood that buried historic 
cultural deposits are present at various locations throughout the Mohawk Site (A). 
These resources may consist of structural remains and associated features of 
residential and commercial buildings, historic middens and associated artifacts. Phase 
IB subsurface investigations are recommended at the site before any earth movement 
or construction is initiated. We recommend a series of backhoe trenches and a 
number of pits to determine if any intact deposits are present at the site. The trench 
width and length will vary depending on site conditions. 

Existing Buffalo Convention Center (B). The existing Buffalo Convention Center 
occupies more than half of Site B. Previous structures within the footprint of the 
existing structure were demolished during construction of the present facility (ca. 
1978). The extent of disturbance to historic resources in this area is significant. No 
additional Phase IB testing is recommended within the existing convention center 
location west of Pearl Street at Site B. 

The portion of Site B east of Pearl Street was the location of several historic 
period structures. This area is historically sensitive and Phase IB testing is 
recommended in locations where previous structures existed. We recommend a 
series of backhoe trenches and a number of pits to determine rf any intact deposits are 
present at the site. The trench width and length will vary depending on site conditions. 

In addition, testing should be conducted to locate potential plank and log road 
remains if impacts to the street go beyond approximately three feet in depth. If road 
construction or excavations are associated with this alternative, the possibility of 
uncovering remains of a log road should be investigated before construction in this 
location is initiated. In this area, we recommend a series of backhoe trenches and a 
number of pits to determine if any intact deposits are present under the street. 
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The sensitivity of Site B ranges from low at the present location of the existing 
convention center and moderate to high at the location of the site east of Pearl Street. 

Waterfront Site (Site C). None of the Waterfront Site structures documented on 
the Sanborn maps (1889-1925) are extant. The area currently consists of an asphalt 
parking lot. Although the structures were demolished, there is a high potential for the 
existence of buried deposits. It is unlikely that construction of the parking lot seriously 
impacted all previously existing buried historic resources at the site. Based on the 
archival and map research, and general impacts associated with parking lot 
construction, the Waterfront Site (C) has a high potential for archaeological sensitivity. 
A Phase IB investigation is recommended throughout the property before any earth 
movement or construction is initiated. A Phase IB testing strategy similar to that 
outlined for Site B is proposed for the Waterfront Site. 


( 

ARCHITECTURAL AND STRUCTURE RECOMMENDATIONS 

The objective of the present Phase IA architectural reconnaissance level survey 
was to document and identify structures within and/or adjacent to the proposed new 
Buffalo Convention Center Sites (A, B, and C). Construction of a new 400,000 to 
425,000 gross square foot facility in Buffalo's central business district will not only 
affect the city’s existing historic building stock, but the city’s urban character as well. 
A total of 53 structure were identified within the proposed locations for the new 
convention center. This study concludes that seven properties are potentially eligible 
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). One structure, 504 
Washington Street, is potentially eligible as a contributing component of the existing 
National Register Eligible (NRE) 500 Block Historic District. All of the recommended 
properties are located in the Mohawk Site (A). 

If either the Mohawk Site or the existing Buffalo Convention Center Site is the 
selected alternative, it is recommended that the lead agency avoid or minimize impacts 
to all NRHP eligible or potentially eligible properties on or adjacent to the site. If 
avoidance is not feasible then the lead agency should obtain an NRHP eligibility 
determination from New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 
Preservation (NYS OPRHP)for all potentially eligible structures. Any National Register 
Eligible structures proposed for demolition must be mitigated. Adequate architectural 
recordation measures as well as the level of documentation required for any eligible 
structures will need to be established with NYS OPRHP consultation. Mitigation 
measures may include Historical American Building Survey/Historic American 
Engineering Record (HABS/HAER) recordation or similar type documentation. No 
level of documentation should be conducted without NYS OPRHP approval. Copies 
of this documentation should be submitted to NYS OPRHP and to appropriate local 
archives designated by NYS OPRHP and Erie County. A site by site discussion 
follows. 
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Mohawk Site (A). The Mohawk Site is the most architecturally sensitive of the 
three alternatives. Presently, the site includes seven properties that are potentially 
eligible for listing in the National Register. 

The Mohawk Site consists of 46 commercial, retail and light industrial buildings 
that range from one-part commercial blocks (338-340 Ellicott Street) to multi-storied, 
two-part vertical blocks (500 Washington Street). However, most of the building stock 
consists of three-story, two-part commercial blocks (500 Block Historic District). The 
site also contains a mid-twentieth century parking ramp. Older commercial buildings 
dating from the mid-to-late nineteenth century are located on the west side' of Main 
Street and along the south side of East Genesee Street. The northwest quarter of the 
Mohawk Site contains the largest concentration of buildings while the remainder of the 
site consists of intermittent commercial rows, isolated buildings and asphalt parking 
lots. Since the 1960s, approximately 27 buildings in the limits of the Mohawk Site 
have been demolished. 

Potentially National Register Eligible (NRE) Properties. This study identified 
seven properties on the Mohawk Site that are potentially National Register Eligible 
with one building (504 Washington Street) potentially eligible as a contributing 
component of the existing NRE 500 Block Historic District. No historic districts were 
identified as potentially National Register Eligible in the Mohawk Site study area. 

6 Blossom Street (or 317 Ellicott Street) (Unique Site Number [USN] 
02940.003119). This two-story, Italianate-style outbuilding is potentially eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP (under Criteria A and C) as the only surviving example of a late 
nineteenth century stable in the central business district of the City of Buffalo. 

36 Broadway (USN02940.003122). This late nineteenth century Second Empire- 
style commercial building is potentially eligible for inclusion in the NRHP (under 
Criteria B and C) as a surviving example of its type and for its association with Charles 
Ephraim Burchfield (1893-1967), a noted artist who worked in the area for a local 
wallpaper company H. Birge & Sons Company. 

25 East Huron Street. The Bums Building is potentially National Register Eligible 
as a representative example of a largely intact early twentieth century (ca. 1919) loft 
building (under Criterion C). This six-story, steel-framed building features a high 
degree of integrity with its facade retaining many of its original architectural details 
including a mostly intact original storefront. 

321 Ellicott Street. The main building of the Ferguson Electric complex is 
potentially National Register Eligible (under Criteria A and C) as a representative 
example of a late nineteenth century (ca. 1892) commercial building and for its 
association with the electric industry in the City of Buffalo. This three-story commercial 
building features largely intact Queen Anne detailing on its upper floors though its 
original storefront has been altered. 
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465 Washington Street (USN 02940.003047). The ca. 1909-1911 Sinclair 
Building (a.k.a. Remington-Rand Building) at 465 Washington Street may be 
potentially National Register Eligible (under Criterion C) as a good representative 
example of a largely intact early twentieth century commercial building and for its 
association with one of the city’s leading architectural firms of the period, Esenwein 
and Johnson. The firm is best known for their work at the 1901 Pan American 
Exposition, the Niagara Mohawk Building (formerly the General Electric Building), 
Lafayette High School, and a number of Buffalo residences. 

501 Washington Street. The ca. 1923 George Washington Building (Holling 
Press Building) is potentially National Register Eligible (under Criteria A and C) as an 
excellent example of an early twentieth century loft with a reinforced concrete frame 
and for its association with Buffalo’s printing industry. 

504 Washington Street (USN 00940.003054). This late nineteenth century 
Italianate-style commercial building is potentially eligible as a contributing component 
of the National Register Eligible 500 Block Historic District. 

Existing Convention Center Site (B). None of the seven commercial buildings 
identified on the proposed existing Buffalo Convention Center Site (B) are potentially 
eligible for the National Register. This location mainly is comprised of the present 
180,000 square-foot Buffalo Convention Center (ca. 1978), which occupies almost the 
entire square block bound by Franklin and Pearl Streets to the west and east, and 
Court and West Mohawk Streets to the south and north. 

National Register Listed or Eligible Properties: Existing Buffalo Convention Center 
Site (B). Presently, no NRHP listed or eligible properties are located within the 
proposed limits of the existing Buffalo Convention Center Site (B). 

Potentially National Register Eligible Properties. Due to substantial exterior and 
interior alterations and the lack of historic significance, none of the properties within 
the existing Buffalo Convention Center Site (B) meet the criteria for listing on the 
NRHP. 

Waterfront Site (C). There are no historic building concerns in the Waterfront 
Site. Therefore no further architectural work is recommended if this alternative is 
selected. 
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1.0 Introduction 


Panamerican Consultants Inc. (PCI) was contracted by Ecology and Environment, 
Inc., of Lancaster, New York, to conduct a Phase IA cultural resource investigation for 
the proposed alternatives for a new convention center in the City of Buffalo, Erie 
County, New York, for the Erie County Department of Environment and Planning. The 
Phase IA study was conducted for three proposed alternatives: the Mohawk Site (Site 
A); the existing Convention Center Site (Site B); and the Waterfront Site (Site C). All 
the alternatives are within the City of Buffalo (Figure 1). Two of the proposed locations, 
the Mohawk Site (Site A) and the existing Convention Center Site (Site B), are located 
in the central business district of the City of Buffalo. These two sites are generally 
located between Franklin Street to the west and Blossom Street to the east. Huron 
Street is the approximate northern boundary and Court Street and Broadway form the 
southern periphery. The Waterfront Site (Site C) is located south of the central business 
district in an area that historically has been identified with manufacturing and industrial 
operations. At present the Waterfront Site is a parking lot bound by Washington Street 
on the west, Michigan Street on the east, Scott Street on the north and Perry Street on 
the south. 

The purpose of the survey was to identify any previously recorded cultural 
resources that may be impacted by the proposed construction of the project and to 
assess the likelihood that unrecorded resources may be present at the three proposed 
site locations for the new convention center. The archaeological and architectural 
cultural resource investigation included archival and historic maps research, a site visit 
and walkover reconnaissance, an inventory of structures on each proposed site, site 
file and literature searches, prehistoric and historic background, examination properties 
listed with the National and New York State Registers of Historic Places, cultural 
resource sensitivity, and past disturbance at the site. Dr. Michael A. Cinquino served 
as Project Director, Co-principal Investigator and Senior Archaeologist, Dr. Frank 
Schieppati served as Senior Archaeologist, and Mr. Mark Steinback served as Senior 
Historian and prepared the historic background section. Ms. Christine M. Longiaru 
served as Co-principal Investigator/Architectural Historian. Field investigations 
(including architectural evaluations), photography, and cartographic analysis were 
conducted by Ms. Longiaru during May2001. Ms. ZoSZacharek assisted in background 
research and Mr. Martin Lewars prepared the graphics. 
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Figure 1. Location of Sites A, B and C within the City of Buffalo, Erie 
County, New York (USGS 7.5' Quadrangles , Buffalo NW, A/E, SE, NY 1989 
[1965]). 
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2.0 Project Description and Background Research 

2.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Erie County has proposed to construct a 400,000 to 425,000 gross square-foot 
convention center with a 125,000 square-foot (sq-ft) main exhibition hall, as well as 
construction of a minimum 1,250-space parking facility within the boundaries of the 
project site. Three sites within the City of Buffalo have been identified for the location 
of the proposed convention center (see Figure 1): 

1) The Mohawk Site (Site A) comprises eleven acres (4.4 hectares) 
between Main Street on the west, Blossom Street on the east, East 
Huron Street on the north, and Broadway on the southern periphery 
(see Figure 2). 

2) The existing Convention Center Site (Site B), owned and operated 
by Erie County, is a 180,000 sq-ft, two-story building containing a 
63,000-sq-ft main exhibition floor on the upper level. Its expansion 
would extend its boundaries to Main Street on the east, Court Street 
on the south and Pearl Street on the north. Franklin Street would 
remain its western boundary (see Figure 3). 

3) The Waterfront Site (Site C) is located south of the central business 
district in an area that historically has been identified with 
manufacturing and industrial operations. The present site is a 
parking lot bounded roughly by Washington Street (west), Michigan 
Street (east), Scott Street (north), and Perry Street (south) (see 
Figure 4). 


2.2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Topography. The study area is situated within the Erie Lake Plain physiographic 
province, one of the two physiographic provinces of Erie County (the Allegheny Plateau 
is the other). The lake plain province is located along Lake Erie and the topography 
typifies an abandoned lake bed. There is little significant relief except for narrow 
ravines carved by the area’s streams. Elevations within this physiographic province 
range from 570 to 900 ft (153 to 275 m) above mean sea level (AMSL). However, 
along its southern and eastern boundaries, the area has characteristics typical of glacial 
lake beaches where the topography quickly transitions to the Allegheny Plateau (Owens 
et al. 1986:2). Elevations within the project area range from approximately 615 ft (188 
m) AMSL along Main Street between Sites A and B to approximately 580 ft (177 m) 
AMSL at Scott Street. Slope increases slowly to the north and east away from Buffalo 
harbor (see Figure 1). 
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Figure 2. Location of Mohawk Site A and photographic angles. 


(Note: photographic angles are presented in Appendix A.) 
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Figure 3. Location of existing Convention Center Site B and photographic 
angles. 


(Note: photographic angles are presented in Appendix B.) 
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Figure 4. Location of Waterfront Site C. 


(Note: photographic angles are presented in Appendix C.) 
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Geology. Bedrock beneath the proposed convention center alternatives consists 
of Onondaga limestone (Owens et al. 1986:3-4). It lies deeply buried beneath glacial 
deposits and no rock outcroppings are visible on the ground surface. This formation 
is notable for chert nodules it includes as they were the primary prehistoric lithic 
resource used in western New York. Relatively flat, the bedrock underlying Erie County 
tilts to the southwest at approximately 50 ft (15 m) per mile (Owens et al. 1986:2-4). 

Soils. Soils within of each of the three proposed convention center alternatives 
are classified as Urban Land (Ud) (Owens et al. 1986:General Soil Map, sheet 41). 
Soils classified as this type have not been mapped in detail because most locations are 
highly developed for commercial, industrial or residential uses and much of the ground 
surface is covered by impervious features such as buildings, roads and streets, and 
paved parking lots. Usually disturbed from construction activities, soils in this category 
are typically dominantly nearly level, disturbed, and range from well-drained to poorly 
drained (Owens et al. 1986: General Soil Map, sheet 41). Historically, the three 
locations proposed for the new Buffalo Convention Center have been continually 
occupied by structures since the eariy-to-mid nineteenth century. Therefore, 
foundations and associated artifacts could extend to deep soil horizons in all of these 
areas. Evidence from previous archaeological investigations in the City of Buffalo 
(Keller et al. 1981; Tronolone 1985; Tronolone and Cinquino 1986; Hayward et al. 
2001) suggests that up to approximately six ft (2 m) of fill covers the natural ground 
surfaces along Main Street and between one and nine ft (0.3 and 3 m) of fill cover the 
surface near Site C. Buried cultural deposits have been discovered during 
archaeological investigations throughout the City of Buffalo (Hayward et al. 2001; 
Schifferii et al. 2000; Tronolone and Cinquino 1986; HAA 2000). 

Urban land, 0 to 3 percent slopes, (Ud) is a nearly level miscellaneous area in 
which 80 percent or more of the soil is covered by asphalt, concrete, buildings, or other 
impervious structures including parking lots, shopping and business centers, and 
industrial parks (Owens et al. 1986:133). 

Drainage. No streams or other naturally occurring water sources are located in 
the heavily urbanized locations forthe proposed Buffalo Convention Center. The nearly 
two centuries of construction and development within the City of Buffalo, as well as the 
existing buildings and roadways, have altered any natural drainage patterns. The 
Mohawk Site (Site A) is approximately 4,000 ft (1,220 m) northeast of Lake Erie, and 
the existing Convention Center Site (Site B) is approximately 3,250 ft (991 m) northeast 
of the lake, although both sites would have been closer to the lake prior to the 
nineteenth century (Graham 1967). The Waterfront Site (Site C) is approximately 1,000 
ft (305 m) northeast of the Buffalo River. 

Vegetation. All three of the proposed alternatives forthe new Buffalo Convention 
Center are located-on urban land with no natural vegetation remaining. Strips of grassy 
areas and street trees exist between curbs and sidewalks in a few locations. Some 
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trees have been planted along Main Street since the construction of the Light Rapid 
Rail System. 

Forest Zone. At the time of pioneer settlement in the early nineteenth century, 
the natural landscape consisted of Beech-Maple forest in which a beech-maple-biome 
dominated much of the somewhat poorly drained Erie lake plain (Miller 1973:15). Well- 
drained areas would have supported greater numbers of oak, hickory, pine and 
chestnut species. The northern portion of Erie County as well as areas along Lake Erie 
lie within the Elm-Red Maple-Northern Hardwood forest zone (de Laubenfels 1966:92). 
This zone reflects more recent conditions where poorly drained areas are widespread, 
the natural forest has been removed, and better drained areas have been utilized for 
agriculture. Despite the similarity of the climatic conditions between this zone and the 
Oak-Northern Hardwood zone, the prevalence of elm and red maple is due to human 
Impacts to the environment (de Laubenfels 1966:95). 


2.3 DOCUMENTARY RESEARCH 

This section examines the existing literature on cultural resources in and around 
the proposed alternatives for the new Buffalo Convention Center and provides a review 
of the culture history of the region. This review will be developed, along with more 
specific information on sites in the area, to identify cultural resources that are present 
and that could be present in the project area. The first part of the section presents a 
review of the literature on the prehistoric culture history of Western New York. A 
summary of historical events after European-American contact and settlement follows. 
The section concludes with a subsection describing and evaluating recorded cultural 
resources in the vicinity of the project area. 

2.3.1 Prehistoric Period. The three major cultural traditions manifested in 
Western New York State during the prehistoric era were the Paleo-lndian, Archaic, and 
Woodland traditions. Cultural evolution of the area can be summarized as a gradual 
increase jn social complexity, punctuated by several important cultural and/or 
technological innovations. The earliest people were nomadic big-game hunters; 
changing environmental conditions required an adaptation of the economy, resulting 
in a shift to the efficient exploitation of temperate forest resources by Archaic hunter- 
gatherers. In many areas of eastern North America, the Archaic is followed by a 
Transitional period which bridges the Archaic and the subsequent Woodland period. 
While it does not represent a departure from Archaic social and economic patterns, 
important changes do occur in the artifact assemblage and in burial practices (Ritchie 
1955; Nichols 1928). The Woodland tradition is marked by the introduction of pottery, 
agriculture, and burial mounds, and resulted in a plethora of new and very different 
social and economic adaptations. 

After about 3,000 years ago external influences began to have an increasingly 
greater effect as the area was occupied by groups who later formed the Erie and 
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Neutral Confederacies. Culturally, they shared much with groups in southern Ontario, 
Canada. The tribes which eventually formed the Iroquois Confederacy evolved from 
antecedents in the central sub-area between the Genesee River and the Tug Plateau. 
There was very little intercourse between these groups and those of the western New 
York area until the seventeenth century. 

The arrival of European commercial interests, missionaries and, finally, settlers 
profoundly changed land-use patterns. The native population was essentially removed 
from the land following the War for Independence, and completion of the Erie Canal, 
and later the railroads, transformed western New York from a collection of frontier 
settlements into one of the centers of industry in the nineteenth century. Away from the 
larger cities and villages, however, the area has maintained its rural character. 

Paleo-lndian Period (ca. 11,050-8050 bc). The precise date of humans' arrival 
in North America is still debated in the professional literature. Access from eastern Asia 
via the Bering Strait land bridge was probably not possible prior to 40,000 years ago 
(Haag 1962). It was not until much later that the descendants of these peoples 
reached the northeastern United States. In New York, the last glacial retreat occurred 
approximately 13,000 years ago, followed by a series of changing environmental 
conditions. 

The earliest dated Paleo-lndian site in New York is the Dutchess Quarry Cave in 
the Hudson River Valley (10,580 BC). At this time, Lake Ontario and the St. Lawrence 
River were locked in ice, and the Hudson River Valley does not appear to have been 
an ideal environment for occupation. "The poorest possible adaptive strategy for 
Paleoindian [sic] hunters would have been an entry into the boreal forests with their low 
yields of plants and animals useful to man" (Fitting 1975:27). It is possible that the 
environmental fluctuations that occurred during this early period were conducive to 
periodic forays by the Paleo-lndian groups into the region when conditions were 
suitable. As the climate gradually became more temperate, these forays may have 
become more extended. 

Prior to 10,000 years ago, the ice had not retreated very far north of the lake and 
the Lake Ontario Basin was still somewhat inhospitable. 

In the Great Lakes, there is a late Paleoindian adaptation to newly drained high 
browse potential, between 9000 BC and 7000 bc. By 7000 bc, the lakes had 
reached their low point and started rising again, flooding boreal forests and 
creating an entirely different lake shore situation (about as favorable to human 
occupation as a cedar swamp) (Fitting 1975:28). 

Technologically, the Paleo-lndian period has been associated with the fluted point 
industry. These points closely resemble the Clovis point, first discovered in the 
Southwest, and are generally classified as that type (Funk and Schambach 1964). The 
points are generally large (2.5 to 10 centimeters [1 to 4 inches] in length), with a flute 
on each face, produced when channel flakes were struck from the base. While many 
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suggestions have been made regarding the function of the flute, the most obvious is 
that it facilitated hafting (Snow 1980). Other items in the Paleo-lndian tool kit included 
leaf-shape and ovate bifacial knives, end-scrapers, often equipped with graving spurs, 
and unifacial side-scrapers, knives and retouched flakes. Drills, awls and gravers are 
also diagnostic Paleo-lndian tools. 

The Paleo-lndian subsistence strategy has traditionally been viewed as one which 
emphasized hunting big game. These species, many of which are extinct, included 
mastodon, mammoth, caribou and moose-elk, along with a variety of smaller game. 
Few tool associations have been made with aquatic resources remains. However, it 
is difficult to imagine these people not utilizing such a diverse and abundantly available 
food source once water conditions allowed. 

Ritchie and Funk (1973:333) have classified Paleo-lndian sites into two main 
categories: quarry workshops and camps. These categories are further subdivided into 
large, recurrently occupied camps, small special-purpose camps, and caves or 
rockshelter sites. Chert quarrying and the preliminary stages of tool production were 
earned out at the tool workshops. 

The Paleo-lndian settlement system may have been similar to the subsequent 
Archaic stage system. During the seasonal peaks of resources, larger populations 
occupied strategically located large camps. During periods of low resource potential, the 
population dispersed, occupying small camp sites and rockshelters on a temporaiy basis. 

A band level social organization is attributed to Paleo-lndian groups, with each 
band consisting of 25 or 30 people. These bands were initially "free wandering 
communities that moved frequently and without restriction, their direction, persistence 
and territory covered being controlled mainly by game movements and the abundance 
of other wild food resources" (Snow 1980:150, after Beardsley et al. 1956). As climatic 
conditions allowed more permanent occupation of an area, this wandering became 
more restrictive and bands settled into loose territories. 

This general Paleo-lndian adaptive pattern overlapped the beginning of the 
subsequent Archaic period, leading some to refer to the earlier periods of the Archaic 
as a transitional stage. 

Archaic Period (ca. 8050-1550 bc). The Archaic period is differentiated from the 
Paleo-lndian period by a stylistic shift in lithic assemblage, an apparent increase in 
population, changes in the subsistence strategy, and a less nomadic settlement 
system. Three subdivisions are generally recognized for the Archaic: Early, Middle, and 
Late (or Terminal). 

. Early and Middle Archaic (ca. 8050-4050 bc). Although the Early Archaic period 
began in the eastern United States as early as 10,000 years ago, there is no extant 
settlement data this early in the Northeast. It has been suggested that the lack of dated 
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sites in the Northeast prior to 10,000 years ago is due to the low carrying capacity of 
the postglacial boreal forest environment (e.g., Ritchie 1969; Fitting 1968). 

[T]he interval 8000-6500 bc was predominantly one of edible plant and game-poor, 
closed coniferous forests in much of the Great Lakes and the Northeast. After 
about 6500 bc there was a slow but accelerating eclipse of the conifer climax as 
ever more numbers and species of deciduous trees invaded from the south, 
introducing varieties of nut bearing trees and increasing populations of deer, bear, 
raccoon, turkey, and other game. An essentially modem environment was 
attained by about 3500 bc, more or less coincident with the Late Archaic Period 
which is ushered in accompanied by an obvious increase in the number and 
productivity of archeological sites (Mason 1981:132). 

Some regional studies have shown more of a mosaic pattern of vegetational change 
than this model suggests (Muller 1977; Dincauze and Mulholland 1977). In a broad 
perspective, this environment was probably one of low carrying capacity until the 
establishment of the deciduous forest. 

Most of what is known about the Early Archaic is based on data from outside the 
Lake Ontario basin. Since the lake level during this prehistoric period was much lower 
than at present, archaeological deposits left by people drawn to the lake margins would 
have been obliterated by the rising lake level—-both by erosion and inundation. 
Although Early Archaic data is scant, it appears that big-game hunting was no longer 
central to subsistence and band movement was less erratic. It has been suggested 
that groups began to settle into territories and that camp movement adjusted to a 
seasonal round (Snow 1980). Floral resources, fish, and other aquafauna began to 
play a more significant role in subsistence. 

A few technological changes, such as the production of ground and polished stone 
tools, serve to identify the Middle Archaic period. The bannerstone, probably used as 
an atlatl weight, and the bell pestle were Middle Archaic innovations (Griffin 1967). 
Changes in the cultural system were not qualitative; more elaborate planning seems 
to have been devoted to seasonal scheduling. "The ranges of activities carried out on 
special-purpose sites continued to narrow while the numbers and kinds of such sites 
utilized within a round continued to increase" (Snow 1980:183). The territorial "settling 
in" process begun during the Early Archaic continued into the Middle Archaic, 
stimulating a process of group isolation. 

Since qualitative changes can not be seen between the Early and Middle Archaic 
periods, Mason (1981) does not distinguish them as separate periods. Instead, he 
views them as a single transitional period between the Paleo-lndian and the Late 
Archaic. 

Late Archaic (ca. 4050-1550 bc). The Late Archaic is seen as the flowering of 
preceramic culture in the Northeast (Snow 1980; Mason 1981). The period begins 
about 6,000 years ago and continues to the advent of pottery around 1550 bc. During 
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this period prehistoric cultures "fully adjusted to the humid Temperate Continental 
climate which, with its oak-chestnut-deer-turkey biome, persisted to the present day" 
(Ritchie and Funk 1973). The increased carrying capacity of this richer and more 
diverse biome is reflected by an increase in the number, size, and kinds of sites 
documented in the archaeological record. 

The relatively diverse and abundant biome provided a subsistence base which 
was much broader than that of previous periods.. Food resources consisted of large 
game (deer and bear), small game, fish, shellfish, waterfowl, birds, insects, vegetables 
and fruits. This diversity not only allowed for greater procurement efficiency, it also 
provided a cushion against seasonal failures of any single resource. The general 
increase in numbers of milling and fishing tools suggests a shift away from red meat as 
a preferred resource. 

While increased territorialization occurs during the Late Archaic, group isolation 
decreases. Communication and trade networks which characterize later periods have 
their developmental roots in this period. Burial ceremonialism, established in northern 
New England a few thousand years earlier (Tuck 1978), is conspicuously absent in 
some areas of New York and well developed in others. In New York, two 
contemporaneous Late Archaic cultural traditions predominate: the Narrow Point 
tradition, generally restricted to western and central New York, and the Laurentian 
tradition, evident through all of New York. 

The Narrow Point tradition is recognized as the Lamoka phase. Most Lamoka 
phase sites are small, open camp sites, although large near-permanent base camps 
have also been identified (Ritchie 1980; Ritchie and Funk 1973). As with other Archaic 
peoples, Lamoka groups relied on hunting, fishing, and gathering. Deer and turkey 
were the preferred game, while in the floral group acorns and hickory nuts were 
impressively evident. However, the primary orientation of the culture was toward 
aquatic resources caught mostly with nets. 

In contrast to the Lamoka, the Laurentian tradition is characterized by a primary 
reliance on hunting. This tradition, which is associated with the Lake Forest Archaic of 
eastern New York, Vermont, and New Hampshire (Snow 1980), is represented in this 
area by the Brewerton phase (3000-1720 bc). While some base camps are known for 
the Brewerton phase, the majority of sites are small, temporary hinterland camps on 
streams, marshes and springs. The emphasis on hunting is reflected by assemblages 
having large proportions of points and hunting gear. Fishing gear and nutting stones 
are also present, but not in the quantities known from Lamoka sites. 

Brewerton and Lamoka peoples occupied similar environments, and contact 
between the two groups is evident in central New York. Brewerton mortuary customs 
were somewhat more complex than Lamoka, although neither group featured regular 
cemetery areas. Grave goods were confined to utilitarian objects and there is no hint 
of the mortuary ceremonialism of the following Early Woodland period (Ritchie 1980). 
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Transitional Period (ca. 1550-1050 bc). The Transitional period features a 
continuation of Late Archaic cultural and economic patterns, with only a few innovative 
traits. Among these are a developing burial/ceremonial complex and, toward the end 
of the period, the introduction of ceramics. Snow has characterized the period as 
Terminal Archaic, and "the stage/period was seen as technologically transitional from 
the preceramic Late Archaic to the ceramic Early Woodland via an episode of 
soapstone vessel manufacture" (1980:235). In New York, the Transitional period is 
manifested by the Orient and Frost Island phases. Because of their close association 
with cultural developments in the Susquehanna drainage, they are known as aspects 
of the Susquehanna tradition. The primary importance of the Orient phase is in its 
highly developed mortuary ceremonialism. However, the Orient phase culture was 
native to Long Island and generally restricted to the southeastern portion of New York. 

On the other hand, Frost Island phase culture was generally situated in central 
New York with extensions into western and northern New York. Recognized by the 
Susquehanna Broad projectile point, numerous Frost Island phase sites have been 
found throughout this portion of the state, although few have been systematically 
investigated. Excavations at the Claud 1 Site in the Genesee Valley revealed that 25% 
of the lithic artifacts were made from exotic rhyolite, suggesting long-distance trade 
(Snethkamp 1974). 

Frost Island burial practices are not well known. Indirect evidence suggests the 
practice of cremation, heavy use of red ochre, and deposition of caches of projectile 
points in graves. Such practices show a wide distribution in the Great Lakes on this 
general time level and through following centuries (Mason 1981:206). 

Ritchie (1980) has characterized the Frost Island settlement system as riverine. 
This hypothesis was supported in the Genesee Valley where these sites were located 
no further than 1 mile (1.6 kilometers) from the river (Trubowitz 1978). This phase has 
been tentatively dated to 1595-1290 bc. This later date roughly corresponds to the 
beginning of the Early Woodland, Meadowood phase and to the displacement of 
steatite vessels by Vinette I pottery. 

Woodland Period (1050 bc-ad 1500). The Woodland period in the Northeast 
can be characterized as one of innovation. While the previous hunting and gathering 
economy continued as a means of subsistence during Woodland times, native groups 
became more and more dependent on domesticated plants for food. This gradual shift 
to domestication is in itself less important than the ramifications of the shift. Agriculture 
brought with it a score of new problems that required new adaptations, and every 
aspect of native culture was transformed. With agriculture came settled village life, a 
general increase in population, technological changes, warfare, and a litany of social 
and political changes. 

The earliest occurrence of horticulture and its ultimate role in the Northeast is 
problematic. According to Fitzer (1962), the indirect evidence for agriculture cited most 
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frequently in the literature are (a) the presence of stone, shell, or bone "hoes"; (b) 
earthworks; and C) storage pits. Additional attributes are contemporaneous with known 
horticultural groups, ecological location, and settlement pattern. Theoretically, a stable 
economy is necessary for earthwork construction, and storage pits were used for 
storing cultivated grain. The mere presence of "hoes" does not take into account that 
such artifacts can be used for pit construction or grave digging, or that edge polish may 
be the result of gathering activities. One must also consider that pits can also be used 
to store wild foods, and that a stable economy is possible without horticulture, as the 
preceding 5,000 years demonstrated. 

In Caldwell's (1956) concept of "Primary Forest Efficiency," the relative abundance 
of wild foods facilitated a very highly developed hunting-gathering-fishing subsistence 
and could provide a stable economic base in the eastern United States. This economic 
stability provided time for elaboration of crafts, mortuary practices, and building 
earthworks, and thus, exerted no great pressure to develop horticulture. In our 
particular area, settlements prior to Owasco (Late Woodland) times never reached a 
size that could not be supported by hunting and gathering (Fitzer 1962). 

Early Woodland (1050 bc-ad 1). The onset of the Woodland mode occurred 
gradually in the northeastern United States, and at somewhat different times throughout 
the region. The Early Woodland period is generally thought to have begun with the 
Meadowood phase about 3,000 years ago. Meadowood sites are found throughout the 
Northeast, and particularly New York. 

Meadowood settlements appear to be year-round, primarily located near large 
bodies of water, such as the Niagara River. Granger (1978) suggests that the 
Meadowood settlement system operated on a seasonal fission-fusion cycle. The basic 
social unit, the local exogamous band, was composed of approximately 150 people 
occupying a territory of around 390 square miles (1,000 square kilometers). Marriage 
outside the band produced social linkage to other local bands, resulting in the formation 
of a regional band composed of around 500 people. In the autumn, winter, and early 
spring local bands operated from base settlements. In the spring and summer, the 
local group fissioned into smaller task groups, operating from resource extraction 
camps. Other specialized Meadowood site types include chert resource sites and 
mortuary activity sites, which were commonly shared by a number of local bands. 

The Riverhaven Complex, located along the Niagara River on Grand Island, 
represents one of the most important and well-studied Meadowood phase assemblages 
(particularly Riverhaven 2) in the northeast. Riverhaven 2 appears to have been 
intensively and repeatedly occupied from late autumn to early spring. Several of the 
Riverhaven sites are located on high knolls adjacent to former marshes. 

Meadowood technological innovations included: Vinette I pottery (which made its 
first appearance during the Transitional period), gorgets, clay and stone tubular 
smoking pipes, birdstones (which may have served as atlatl weights), and boatstones. 
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Copper was also introduced into New York from the western Great Lakes during this 
phase. Other typical Meadowood artifacts include thin side-notched projectile points, 
trianguloid cache blades, bone tools, copper beads, groundstone celts and adzes, and 
copper adzes. No definitive data exists concerning the nature of Meadowood 
dwellings, though a postmold pattern at the Scaccia Site in Livingston County appears 
to be oblong in shape (Ritchie and Funk 1973). 

Mortuary ceremonialism, which had its roots in the Archaic and continued to 
develop through the Transitional period, became more developed during the Early 
Woodland. Typically, the dead were placed on scaffolds or in charnel houses, and 
were cremated after decay. Flexed, bundle and multiple burials also occurred. Grave 
offerings were numerous, consisting of cache blades (sometimes numbering in the 
hundreds), smoking pipes, gorgets, birdstones, copper, fire-making kits, and a 
generous sprinkling of red ochre. Often the grave offerings were purposefully "killed" 
(broken). Meadowood cemeteries were generally situated on knolls, a fundamental 
concept which may have been a precursor of the Middle Woodland artificial burial 
mound. 

Cultural manifestations of the latter part of the Early Woodland in New York have 
been grouped into the early Point Peninsula tradition. This tradition is somewhat 
vaguely defined and is primarily recognized by the presence of Vinette pottery. In some 
areas of New York, Point Peninsula traits are found in conjunction with elements of the 
Ohio Adena tradition, comprising the Middlesex phase in New York. 

The Middlesex phase is poorly delineated in New York, and is primarily known 
from burial sites. Typical Middlesex-Adena burial offerings consist of stone blocked- 
end pipes, cache blades, copper celts and awls, points, copper and shell beads, 
amulets, pendants, birdstones, and red ochre. These graves generally contain up to 
30 percent Adena-inspired artifacts. Although Middlesex phase components are often 
found in association with Meadowood phase materials, the connection between the two 
is presently unclear. Moreover, explanations regarding the presence of Adena traits 
in New York are controversial. It has been postulated that Adena burial customs were 
the result of migrations of Adena peoples from central Ohio, forced from their homeland 
by the expansion of Hopewell culture (Ritchie and Dragoo 1960, Dragoo 1963). They 
presumably entered western New York through the Ohio and Allegheny Rivers, 
Conewango Creek, and possibly, the Genesee River. The question is raised, however, 
that if these cultural traditions were transmitted "in person," why are they reflected only 
in grave goods, and not in other kinds of mundane materials? A second hypothesis is 
suggested by this—that it is easier for an idea to migrate than groups of people. It is 
assumed that the networks of trade and communication which were established during 
the Archaic period along major waterways continued to grow during the Woodland 
period, becoming increasingly efficient (Spence 1967). 

It can generally be said that sites farthest away from the Ohio Adena heartland will 
contain the fewest Adena traits. This concept is borne out by data across the state, 
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with the exception of the Long Sault Island Site in the St. Lawrence River. It is the site 
of the only known artificial Adena mound in New York, and contains a large number of 
artifacts manufactured in Ohio (Ritchie and Dragoo 1960). 

Middle Woodland (ad 1-650). The Point Peninsula tradition, expressed primarily 
by ceramic traits, continues throughout the Middle Woodland period. Point Peninsula 
development during this period is characterized by four phases: Canoe Point (ad 2- 
150), Squawkie Hill (ad 100-300), Kipp Island (ad 300-650), and Hunter’s Home (an 
early Late Woodland manifestation). 

The Canoe Point phase is vaguely understood and known from only a few sites. 
It shows little change from the Early Woodland. "Subsistence, seasonality, and the 
larger settlement unit continued much as previously, although the settlement system 
was probably more decidedly semipermanent sedentary" (Snow 1980:274). No house 
structure patterns have been found in New York, but analogous Canadian sites show 
the presence of rectanguloid structures measuring 10-to-16 ft by 16-to-23 ft (3-to-5 m 
by 5-to-7 m), and containing single hearths. The single hearth and the house size 
would seem to indicate a basic household social unit no larger than an extended family. 

In Western New York, the Canoe Point phase is overlapped by the Squawkie Hill 
phase, which is marked by the intrusion of the Hopewell burial cult from Ohio. 
Hopewell can be characterized as a body of material and behavioral traits associated 
with the burial of the dead. It is not clear whether Hopewell is a manifestation of a true 
cultural system, or simply a burial cult like the Adena. In the upper Midwest, Hopewell 
can be seen in its entirety. In New York, however, it is evidenced only by burial 
mounds, simple and small by comparison to those found in Ohio. New York mounds 
are generally about 30 ft (9 m) in diameter, and 3 or 4 ft (.9 to 1.2 m) high. Common 
ceremonial assemblages consist of cured base platform pipes, copper axes, copper ear 
ornaments, pearl beads, and mica. Polished stone celts and adzes, and red ochre are 
also found in New York burial mounds, although pottery is not. Burials are generally 
secondary cremations, and are rarely extended, flexed, or bundled. 

The following Kipp Island phase is known from seasonal and semi-permanent 
camps and cemeteries. Hunting, gathering, and fishing appear to be the main sources 
of subsistence. While maize horticulture was well established in the Hopewell 
heartland prior to this time, it is still not evident in New York. Kipp Island phase burial 
practices are less elaborate than Squawkie Hill, and indicate continued Hopewellian 
influence, but in a much attenuated form. Grave offerings often consist of polished 
stone pendants, several pipe types, barbed bone points, and some of the more 
common Hopewell artifacts. 

The reasons for the eventual decline of Hopewell influence in mortuary 
ceremonialism can be explained best by the nature of the cult itself. Hopewell burial 
ritualism was based on elaborate trade networks for obtaining exotic materials such as 
obsidian from the Rockies and the Southwest, and shells from the Gulf Coast. 
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According to Prufer (1964), the Late Middle Woodland period is characterized by a 
general increase in "unrest" and warfare, evidenced by the fortification of some of the 
Hopewell heartland centers. The disruption and later destruction of the Hopewell trade 
networks cut the flow of exotic raw materials and, later, finished goods. Western New 
York and other peripheral areas were particularly vulnerable. Following the collapse 
of the Hopewell, local traditions were re-established. In much of New York this was the 
terminal Point Peninsula tradition, the Hunter’s Home phase. 

Late Woodland (ad 650-1500). In western New York, the transition between the 
Middle and Late Woodland periods is marked by the Hunter’s Home phase, an aspect 
of the terminal Point Peninsula tradition and sometimes designated Late Woodland 
(Mason 1981). According to Ritchie and Funk (1973), most Hunter’s Home sites are 
moderately large with heavy refuse concentrations, storage pits, house patterns, and 
a wide range of artifacts. The phase, which has been dated as late as 1000, is often 
difficult to distinguish because of the presence of both Kipp Island phase and later 
Owasco traits. The notched projectile points common in Kipp Island are less popular 
in Hunter's Home, and are generally replaced by the triangular Levanna points which 
became commonplace during Owasco times and foreshadow the triangular Iroquois 
points (Mason 1981). 

Another important feature which marks the Hunter's Home phase is a decrease 
in elaborate mortuary ceremonialism. Both single and multiple in-the-flesh interments 
and bundle burials occur, but the presence of grave offerings is sporadic. The 
predominance of secondary burials seems to indicate that corpses were left above 
ground, possibly in charnel houses, for a considerable time before interment (Ritchie 
1980). 

Hunter's Home phase economy can generally be characterized as a hunting, 
fishing, and collecting system, increases in both social complexity and population are 
evident, leading to the hypothesis that "maize horticulture was already being practiced 
as an important aspect of the Hunter's Home economy" (Ritchie and Funk 1973:356). 
This hypothesis is partly founded on Ritchie's contention that some horticulture was 
practiced in the earlier Kipp Island phase (1980:240). However, most of the evidence 
for maize horticulture up to this time period is indirect; cultivated plant remains are 
rarely found archaeologically in New York State because of generally poor conditions 
for preservation of organic materials. 

Once maize horticulture was significantly incorporated into the economy later in 
the period, it did not seem to drastically alter existing cultural patterns. For most of the 
Late Woodland period horticulture served simply as an additional procurement system. 
It was not until European-American disruption of native culture that groups became 
more fully dependent on horticulture for subsistence. 

In New York State, the two primary Late Woodland traditions are Owasco, 
beginning with the Carpenter's Brook phase (ad 1000), and the prehistoric Iroquois, 
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beginning with the Oak Hill phase (ad 1300). In western New York, however, the 
Owasco traditional does not occur in a pristine state. Instead, the prehistoric cultures 
of western New York developed under heavy influence from the southern Ontario 
Princess Point Complex. 

Princess Point subsistence generally consisted of hunting, fishing, gathering and, 
after about 500, maize horticulture. This represents the first occurrence of maize 
horticulture in northeastern North America. The com was of the Northern Flint variety 
(Zea mays) with eight rows of kernels, probably related to a variety cultivated by the 
Hopewell cultures of Ohio and Illinois (Noble 1975). 

Sites are generally located on relatively flat, exposed areas near, and not much 
above, water. Low riverine areas were occupied during the late spring and summer, 
whereas winter and spring occupations were in hilly areas away from the flood plain 
and free of seasonal inundation (Strothers 1977). Com horticulture was not solely 
equated with village life. Evidence has been found which also associates horticulture 
with Princess Point riverine camps (Noble 1975). 

The Princess Point complex shared many cultural traits with the Owasco to the 
east. Pottery was manufactured using the paddle and anvil technique as opposed to 
the coil or fillet method used prior to this time. Most tools were made from Onondaga 
chert; points were trianguloid, similar to Levanna points. Some antler points and bone 
awls have also been recovered. Because of its similarity to the Owasco, these cultures 
have been referred to as Ontario "Owasco" (Stothers 1977). The Martin Site (UB 214), 
an important Hunter’s Home/Princess Point site, is located along the Niagara River 
shore at the southern end of Grand Island. 

The incipience of the Glen-Meyer branch (Ontario Iroquois tradition) by about 1300 
is accompanied by a major shift in the settlement system, the development of settled 
village life. By 630 years ago (Middleport horizon) villages were located near small 
tributaries, covering 5 to 6 acres (2 to 2.4 hectares) and consisting of a number of 
longhouses surrounded by a palisade (Wright 1964). At this time, the eight-row variety 
of Northern Flint com is replaced by the ten-row variety, which proliferated after the 
introduction of beans and squash. The development of bean and squash horticulture 
is roughly correlated to a growth in population and village size. By the latter part of the 
fifteenth century, some longhouses were up to 300 ft (91 m) in length with central 
hearths spaced 20 to 30 ft (6 to 9 m) apart. In the latter part of the sixteenth century, 
house length is observed to have decreased to a range of 20 to 90 ft (6 to 20 m) with 
central hearths 5 to 8 ft (1.5 to 2.4 m) apart, although the number of houses in the 
villages increased (Noble 1975). Burials are located in and around the villages, and 
contain little or no grave offerings (Wright 1964). 

In Western New York, White (1963) hypothesizes that the introduction of 
horticulture led to changes in the settlement system. According to White (1963:4), 
"When the production of the food resources was controlled by the group through 
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planting, then the limits on the amount of food set by natural seasonal replenishment 
were overcome.” Near the beginning of the period (ca. 1100), groups lived in semi- 
sedentary villages, occupation was seasonal, and the villages were periodically moved. 
Around 1570, these same groups were living, year-round, in semi-permanent sedentary 
villages. Like the later Huron (Sykes 1980), these groups moved their villages every 
15 to 20 years in response to changing environmental conditions. While the impetus 
for village movement most often cited is soil exhaustion (Sykes 1980; White 1960, 
1961, 1963), other factors such as game depletion, fire wood depletion, refuse 
accumulation, and chronic warfare may also have been contributing factors. Game 
depletion, in particular, may have been a strong motivation for movement, since deer 
provided a resource for both food and clothing (Gramly 1977). 

Just prior to substantial European contact in the early seventeenth century, groups 
on both sides of the Niagara River and Lake Ontario coalesced into the Neutral 
Confederacy. The Confederacy managed to stay intact until its decimation by the 
Seneca in 1650. 

In conclusion, important changes occurring in this period were social rather than 
techno-economic. The technology of the period is characterized by refinement of the 
developments of earlier periods with styles and techniques becoming more regionalized. 
Horticulture, primarily the growing of com, beans, and squash, was the primary source 
of plant food for the prehistoric Iroquois, but never totally supplanted the hunting, fishing, 
and collecting strategy as the most important means of subsistence procurement 
However, the practice of horticulture had other ramifications. Primary among these was 
that it allowed, even demanded, increased sedentarism. Even before this period, the 
regional demographic situation was in a process of reorganization. With the added 
premium placed on land in the Late Woodland, territorialism was accelerated. 

In the sociopolitical sphere, many later traits were under development in the early 
part of the period (1000-1300). These included residence rules, formal village 
arrangement, and, by 1400, clans which were the extensions of formal lineages 
developed during Owasco times (Noble 1975). As warfare increased, an institutional 
method of control became more desirable. One of the responses was the development 
of matrilocal social segments. The eventual size and apparent rigidity of structure and 
integration of these segments can be attributed to two factors: size seems primarily 
related to the growth of agriculture, while integration was due to the need for making 
decisions regarding group policy in questions of inter-group relations (Whallon 1968). 
This trend toward increasing social integration continued during the period and 
eventually led to the establishment of formal, matrilocal tribes. Changes in the social 
environment caused by European-American intervention resulted in further adaptive 
responses, culminating in the formation of the Iroquois Confederacy in either Late 
Woodland or early Protohistoric times. 

Protohistoric/lroquois Occupation (ad 1500-1650). Native American groups 
in western and central New York were profoundly affected by the introduction of the fur 
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trade, long before the arrival of a permanent European-American population in the 
area. The Protohistoric period conventionally begins in 1534 when the French explorer 
Jacques Cartier sailed up the St. Lawrence River and met groups of Iroquoian-speaking 
Native Americans at what is now Quebec City and Montreal. However, there is some 
evidence that Basque, Portuguese and Breton fishermen were traveling to the Gulf of 
St. Lawrence-Newfoundland area and making sporadic contacts with native groups 
somewhat earlier (Hoffman 1961; Brasser 1978; Trigger 1978). This period dates the 
beginning of the end of traditional Native American cultural patterns due to ever- 
increasing political, military, religious and economic interactions with Europeans. 

Archaeological evidence suggests that major changes in the spatial distribution 
of the native population were taking place as eariy as 1500-1510. Demographic shifts 
took the form of community amalgamation. Excavations of the early sixteenth century 
Draper and Parsons Sites (southern Ontario) revealed unusually large villages that 
appeared to have grown over their duration through the addition of large population 
segments. Ceramic remains from these sites indicate that the population influx was 
from the east. 

Ramsden (1978) argues that these changes were correlated with the first 
appearance of European trade goods in small quantities among these Iroquoian groups 
and that this supports the hypothesis that a St. Lawrence-Ottawa River-Great Lakes 
trade and transportation route was in existence prior to the sixteenth century. 
Furthermore, pre-existing intertribal trading relationships were the mechanism by which 
European trade goods were channeled into the lower Great Lakes from the Gulf of St. 
Lawrence area. 

In addition to the tensions introduced through simple contact with Europeans, 
trade has been recognized as having a major impact upon traditional aboriginal cultural 
patterns. The most immediate changes were due to the introduction of a far superior 
material culture. Once the fur trade was established, assuring a stable supply of these 
goods, the manufacture of native goods rapidly declined until they were entirely 
replaced by European manufactured implements. 

Finally, changes occurred in sociopolitical relationships after 1640 as the fur trade 
intensified and the supply of furs declined. The most important of these changes was 
the formation of confederations such as the Five Nations Confederacy of New York 
State, the Neutral Confederacy and the Huron Confederacy. 

An important catalyst for these sociopolitical changes was the European policy of 
supplying guns and ammunition to native groups as part of a strategy to enlist the 
various tribes and confederacies as proxies in the European struggle for control over 
the continent. The introduction of firearms in some quantity led to a major adjustment 
in traditional warfare and upset the traditional balance of power in the region. That the 
Iroquois of central and eastern New York State were the first to exploit this upset in the 
balance of power, and eventually proved to be victorious, is thought to be the result of 
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their geographical location (Trigger 1976). Prior to the arrival of Europeans into the 
Niagara Frontier, three Iroquoian peoples primarily occupied the region: the Neutral, 
the Wenro and the Erie. A fourth Iroquoian group, the Seneca, inhabited the areas well 
east of the Buffalo, but would assert their power in the region’s affairs beginning in the 
seventeenth century (White 1978a, 1978b; Abler and Tooker 1978). Located in the 
Niagara peninsula of Ontario and in the western portion of what is now Niagara County, 
the Neutral earned their name from their location between the Hurons to the north and 
the Iroquois to the east, and their efforts to remain neutral during the incessant warfare 
between those two groups. A possible Neutral cemetery (the Van Son site) was 
located on the northern end of Grand Island and was destroyed during the construction 
of the Niagara extension of the New York State Thruway (Route 190). The Wenro 
occupied areas in Niagara and Orleans counties, east of the Neutral near Batavia. The 
Erie, or Nation of the Cat, were located south of the present City of Buffalo along Lake 
Erie (or Lac du Chat, to the French) and utilized areas southeast of the lake that bears 
their name. The traditional homeland of the Seneca Iroquois was the area between the 
Genesee River and Seneca Lake (Engelbrecht et al. 1993:32-33; White 1978a:407- 
409, 1978b:412-413; Turner 1974 [1850]:69). Unlike their major competitors, the 
Iroquois were surrounded on all sides by sedentary agricultural groups and, therefore, 
had no direct access to the fur resources of the interior of the continent. The Huron 
Confederacy geographically straddled the major transportation networks and were able 
to exploit their hunter-gatherer neighbors* need for agricultural commodities by trading 
com and other products for furs, thereby securing the advantage of access to the vast 
supplies of the interior. The Iroquois wars of the mid-seventeenth century were aimed 
at eliminating the Huron and other agricultural groups as middle men to obtain direct 
access to fur supplies (Trigger 1976; White 1971; Hunt 1940). 

Beginning in 1638 with the Wenro tribe of western New York, and in rapid 
succession, the dispersals (i.e., extermination and assimilation) began. After the 
Seneca had secured the resources of the Niagara Frontier, large-scale concerted 
attacks by the League were directed against the Huron Confederacy (dispersed by 
1649), the Petun (dispersed by 1650), the Neutral Confederacy (dispersed by 1651) 
and, finally, the Erie Confederacy (dispersed by 1655). Thus, by the mid-seventeenth 
century, the League Iroquois of New York emerged as a politically, militarily, and 
economically united confederacy with sole access to both the land and resources 
surrounding the lower Great Lakes. 


2.3.2 Historic Period. The French were the first Europeans to penetrate the 
valley of the Niagara River and explore the shore of Lake Erie. As early as the 1620s, 
Jesuit missionaries and French traders were establishing contacts with the local native 
groups. For example, Joseph de la Roche Daillon, a Recollect missionary, lived among 
the Neutrals for three months in 1626, and Jesuit fathers Jean de Br^beuf and Pierre 
Joseph Marie Chaumonot visited the Neutrals in 1640. However, these visits to the 
region were infrequent until the 1660s (Horton et al. 1947; White 1978a:409). 
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For almost all of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries European activities in 
the area that would become known as the Niagara Frontier involved limited religious, 
commercial, and military endeavors. In 1678-1679, as part of general reconnoitering 
and trade expeditions by the French in the Niagara valley, men under the direction of 
Rene-Robert Cavelier de La Salle constructed a ship called Le Griffon along the 
Niagara River which would be the first sail vessel to ply the waters of Lake Erie and 
prosecute the Great Lakes fur trade (Trigger 1978:349-352; Abler and Tooker 
1978:505-506; Turner 1974 [1850]:116-119). 

As the fur trade became an imperial concern for the European powers during the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the subsequent competition among these 
powers resulted in the erection of fortified trading posts along the frontier, such as the 
French Fort Conti in 1679 (later, Fort Niagara), and the British fort near the future 
village of Geneva twenty years later (Abler and Tooker 1978:505-507; White 
1978b:414-416; Turner 1974[1850]: 116-119; Trigger 1978:354-356). Competition 
between the Seneca and the French and their Native American allies for control over 
the western fur trade erupted in violence when Jacques Rene de Brisay, Marquis de 
Denonville, governor of New France (Canada), led an attack against the Seneca in July 
1687. After the attack, the Seneca, badly outnumbered, fled the field, and the French 
destroyed the ripening com crop, before retreating to reconstruct the fort at Niagara 
(Fort Denonville). After a severe winter, the French abandoned the fort and the region 
reverted to Seneca control (Abler and Tooker 1978:506-507; Tooker 1978: 431-432; 
Turner 1974 [1850]:143-147,184). 

Despite consistent failures in establishing a permanent trading post along the 
Niagara River, French strategists continued to accept the idea that asserting control 
over the Niagara River valley offered strategic advantages within their imperial goals. 
A trader, interpreter, and former soldier, Louis-Thomas de Joncaire, Sieur de Chabert 
parlayed his years as a captive and adoptee of the Seneca into permission to erect a 
series of trading posts along the Niagara River and Lake Ontario, to the north, including 
one at the Lower Landing in what is now the village of Lewiston, ca. 1720. Finally, in 
1726, with the construction of a permanent fortification along the Niagara River—Fort 
Niagara —the French began to exercise military control of the Niagara valley. As a 
result, by the middle of the eighteenth century, the French had created a string of 
military and trading installations. These forts extended from Fort Niagara along Lake 
Ontario, south to Buffalo Creek, and along the southern shore of Lake Erie to Presque 
Isle (present-day Erie, Pennsylvania) into the Ohio valley (Abler and Tooker 1978:506- 
507; Tooker 1978:431-432; Turner 1974 [1850]:143-147, 184; Old Fort Niagara 
Association 2000). 

As the rivalry between the British and the French grew more intense during the 
course of the eighteenth century, the strategic importance of western New York as a 
nexus of trade and commerce increased as the area became enmeshed in the struggle 
between the two European kingdoms for control over North America. Tensions between 
the two kingdoms reached a crescendo during the 1750s, as the two countries went to 
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war. After a 19-day siege, British troops captured Fort Niagara in July 1759, crippling 
the French presence in the region, although skirmishing between Native Americans and 
the English continued the closing days of the French and Indian War (Turner 1974 
[1850]:228-233). After the French defeat and their loss of North American colonies, 
the western Seneca, remaining loyal to the French, joined Pontiac's uprising, harrying 
English-American settlers along the frontier. With the cessation of those hostilities, the 
Seneca were compelled to cede a one-mile swath of land along the Niagara River to 
the English (Abler and Tooker 1978:507; Tooker 1978:434) 

During the American War for Independence warfare on the frontier remained well 
east of the region and consisted of raids in the Mohawk and Wyoming valleys. As part 
of Britain's strategy to cripple the frontier economy by disrupting agricultural activities, 
the English enlisted their Iroquois allies to participate in these successful raids on 
frontier farming communities. In 1779, Major General John Sullivan led punitive assault 
into the heart of Iroquois country in an effort to halt Iroquois incursions against 
American settlers. After defeating a combined force of British Rangers and Native 
Americans at Newtown (the future city of Elmira), the large invading army moved north, 
up the east side of Seneca Lake, adopting "scorched earth" tactics by destroying 
everything in their path. The swath of destruction stretched from Newtown all the way 
to Canandaigua and Honeoye up to the Genesee River (Abler and Tooker 1978:507- 
508; Ellis etal. 1967:116-117; Cinquino et al. 1997:3/21-23; Smith 1884:1:50-51). 

Badly beaten, the Iroquois retreated to the Niagara region where they suffered 
through a miserable winter of hardship and hunger. Some Seneca subsequently 
settled along Buffalo Creek, which would later be incorporated into the Buffalo Creek 
reservation (Smith 1884:1:51-52; Lankes 1964). Provisioned and armed by the British, 
the Iroquois harassed colonial settlements until the end of the war, although the 
Seneca were no longer a major military threat. Abandoned by their British allies after 
the Treaty of Paris (1783) ended the Revolutionary War, the Iroquois were forced to 
deal with the Americans, who aspired to usurp Iroquois lands. As a result, in the 
Second Fort Stanwix Treaty (1784) the Iroquois lost all their land west of the Genesee 
River, except for small reservations. This treaty was disputed by several groups of 
Iroquois until 1794, when a treaty was signed at Canandaigua between the United 
States and the Six Nations. This so-called Pickering treaty (named for then-Secretary 
of State Timothy Pickering) defined the boundaries of Seneca lands and the 
reservations of the other Iroquois groups (Abler and Tooker 1978:508: 
Goldman:1983:27-31). 

Native American title to the land in western New York was largely extinguished 
with the Treaty of Big Tree (present-day Geneseo, New York) in 1797, although several 
areas were reserved for the Native Americans to use and live on, including reservations 
at Buffalo Creek, Allegany, Cattaraugus, and Tonawanda (Turner 1974 [1850]:403; 
Abler and Tooker 1978:509, 512; Smith 1884:1:74-75,489, 524; Lankes 1962). Lying 
on both sides of Buffalo Creek, the Buffalo reservation consisted of 130 square miles 
and extended east from Lake Erie. William Street in the Town of Cheektowaga was the 
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reservation’s approximate northern boundary (Turner 1974 [1850]:403; Lankes 1964; 
Smith 1884:1:74; Abler and Tooker 1978:509, 512; Goldman 1983:27-29). Recently, 
some Iroquois groups have challenged several late-eighteenth century and early- 
nineteenth century treaties in U.S. federal court, attempting to have some of their 
former lands in western and central New York State returned, but former Buffalo Creek 
reservation lands have not been party to those cases. 

European-American settlement of the Niagara Frontier dates from the end of the 
American Revolution in 1783, although border disputes between New York and 
Massachusetts, both of which claimed the new territory, frustrated the actual, legal sale 
of these lands. Under an agreement signed in Hartford, Connecticut, in 1786, the land 
once occupied by the Iroquois came under the jurisdiction of New York State. 
Nonetheless, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts maintained the rightto sell the land 
west of Seneca Lake. During the next decade large grants of land in western New York 
would be sold to private investors who would attempt to open the land to settlement, 
except for a one-mile wide strip of land along the eastern bank of the Niagara River 
beginning just north of the Buffalo River, which New York State reserved for itself (Ellis 
et al. 1967:152-156; Schein 1993:5-8; Abler and Tooker 1978:507-509; Turner 1974 
[1850]:326). After having problems with the land's initial purchasers, a syndicate of 
land speculators headed by Oliver Phelps and Nathaniel Gorham, the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts sold the rights to the unsurveyed portion of the area to Robert Moms 
in 1791. Reserving a portion of the land for his own purposes, Morris sold the 
remainder, including the present Erie County, to a consortium of Dutch investors called 
the Holland Land Company in 1792-1793 (Turner 1974 [1850]:396-403; Ellis et al. 
1967:154-156; Smith 1884:1:75). 

Augustus Porter, pioneer of Western New York and Robert Morris’s surveyor, 
reported that in the spring of 1795 “all that part of the state of New York, lying west of 
‘Phelps and Gorhams’s Indian Purchase,’ was still occupied by the Indians, their title 
to it not being yet extinguished. There was of course no road leadingfrom [sic] Buffalo 
eastward, except an Indian Trail, and no settlement whatever on that trail” (Turner 
1850:372). However, Porter stated that four people lived in Buffalo at that time: 
Captain William Johnston, a British Indian interpreter; Martin Middaugh, a Dutch 
cooper, and his son-in-law, Ezekiel Lane; and Cornelius Winne, an Indian trader 
(Turner 1974 [1850]:372; Graham 1967:15; Smith 1884:1:73). 

Joseph Ellicott and New Amsterdam. As a precursor to the settlement of the 
area, Theophilus Cazenove, Philadelphia-based agent of the Holland Land Company, 
contracted Joseph Ellicott in July 1797 to survey the company’s land in western New 
York and divide it into townships. The process began in the spring of the following 
year. The future City of Buffalo was sited and laid out by Ellicott, who called the village 
on Buffalo Creek New Amsterdam and named the streets after his Dutch patrons and 
local Indian tribes (Figure 5). However, the increasing number of local residents 
resisted the Dutch appellations and referred to the village as “Buffaloe” (Smith 
1884:11:26-27, 30-31; White 1898:1:140). In 1798, Augustus Porter surveyed the 
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Buffalo Creek reservation boundary, and James Smedley surveyed a portion of Buffalo 
Creek (Lankes 1962:20). Dealing with the Seneca and Captain Johnston, who had 
received a tract of two square miles north of the river from the Iroquois in the early 
1780s, Ellicott renegotiated the northern boundary of the Buffalo Creek reservation to 
ensure that New Amsterdam would be located on at the foot of Lake Erie along the 
Buffalo River. “So, instead of the north boundary of the Buffalo Creek reservation 
running due west [following William Street in what is now Cheektowaga in a straight line 
to the lakeshore] to the State reservation, it was made to turn just east of what is now 
East Buffalo, whence it ran southwest to the creek and down the center of the creek to 
the lake” (Smith 1884:1:79; see Figure 5). Buffalo Creek just north of what is now 
Childs Street was the Indian reservation’s approximate northwestern boundary. 

As noted, the first roads in the territory were Indian trails that connected the 
various reservations as well as led to favored hunting areas (Turner 1974 [1850]:62-63; 
White 1898:1:140; Silsby 1961). In late 1797, the New York State Legislature 
authorized the creation of a state road from Conewagus (Avon) to the tiny settlement 
at Buffalo Creek as well as another one to the village of Lewiston; both roads partially 
funded by the Holland Land Company. During the spring of 1798, crews under the 
direction of Ellicott began widening and improving the Buffalo Creek road to facilitate 
the arrival of supply wagons. Shortly thereafter, Ellicott commissioned White Chief, a 
Seneca, to mark a path through drier portions along the trail. This fresh cut, following 
the old trail in general, approximates the current swath of Main Street (Turner 1974 
[1850]:403; Vandrei and Nagel 1980:3-5; Keller et al. 1981:3-3). 

The trail ran from the east, even from the valley of the Hudson, crossing the 
Genesee at Avon, running through Batavia, and down the north side of 
Tonawanda creek, crossing into Erie county at the Tonawanda Indian village. 

Thence it ran over the site of Akron, through Clarence Hollow and Williamsviiie, 
to Cold Spring [near the intersection of Main and Ferry Streets], and thence 
following nearly the line of Main street to the creek (Johnson 1876:100-101; see 
also Turner 1850:62-63). 

Completed in 1803, this road was known as the Buffalo-Batavia Road to the early 
settlers and “was an ungraded, stump-covered, 10-foot-wide wagon route” that 
connected Batavia to Ellicott’s New Amsterdam (Keller et al. 1981:3-3). Further, within 
New Amsterdam, Ellicott labeled the lower portion of future Main Street Willink Avenue, 
and the upper portion of the street Van Staphorst Avenue, after two of the Dutch 
proprietors (Smith 1884:11:101). 

In 1802 all land west of the Genesee River was incorporated into Genesee 
County, and all land west of the Ellicott’s east transit, including the project area, was 
subsumed under the Town of Batavia. Two years later, the Town of Batavia was 
divided into the towns of Batavia, Willink, Erie, and Chautauqua. Separated by 
Ellicott’s west transit (present-day Transit Road), the towns of Erie and Willink stretched 
from Lake Ontario to the Pennsylvania border. The project area was within the Town 
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of Erie, which contained all land in Ranges VII, VIII, and IX, while the Town of Willink 
comprised all land in Ranges IV, V, VI (Beers 1880:7-8). 

Once townships had been surveyed and roads in the area cut, lots were sold to 
prospective pioneers. These early settlers were predominantly New Englanders 
(especially Vermonters) and Pennsylvanians, who entered the territory during the early 
1800s. In 1803, lots in what would become the Towns of Amherst and Lancaster were 
purchased for $2 per acre (Johnson 1876:118). Although the names of specific early 
settlers for the immediate project area could not be ascertained, ca. 1804. “Outside the 
village [of New Amsterdam) limits, but within the present city [of Buffalo], Rowland 
Cotton bought a hundred and forty-three acres at what is now Main and Amherst 
streets, for $3.50 an acre” (Johnson 1876:126). 

Settlement and growth followed quickly. In 1808 Niagara County was formed 
(consisting of what are now Erie and Niagara Counties) with New Amsterdam as the 
county seat. The new Niagara County contained three townships: Cambria, Clarence, 
and Willink; the last two were extended to the middle of the Buffalo Creek reservation, 
although they had only nominal jurisdiction over those lands. Two years later the Town 
of Buffalo was created. By 1813 New Amsterdam was incorporated as a village (Beers 
1880:20; White 1898:1:14-15; Smith 1884:1:511-513). 

War of 1812. The regions's growth was stunted by the War of 1812 as Western 
New York served as one of the primary theaters of that conflict and areas near the 
border with Upper Canada (the current province of Ontario) were ravaged by attacks 
and counter-attacks. In December 1813, British forces captured and occupied Fort 
Niagara and burned Lewiston, the Tuscarora village near the Niagara River, 
Manchester (also known as Schlosser; present-day Niagara Falls), Black Rock, and 
Buffalo, which had a population of approximately 500 at that time. The devastation was 
substantial, leaving the territory largely depopulated (Smith 1884:1:63-74, 126, 399, 
11:63-74, 573; Ellis et al. 1967:141; Goldman 1983:21-24; Turner 1974 [1850]:603). 
After the British raids ended on January 1,1814, only three structures remained in the 
village: David Reese’s blacksmith shop on Seneca Street, Mrs. Gamaliel St. John’s 
house on Washington Street, and a small, stone jail on Washington Street near Eagle 
Street (Bowler 1976). 

Along Lake Erie, the Queen Charlotte, a British vessel, prowled the lakeshore, 
sending marauders ashore to acquire food (Turner 1974 [1850]:603). As expected, 
settlers began to trickle back soon after the cessation of active warfare in 1814. While 
efforts to rebuild the village began to take root, Thomas Jimeson kept a tavern on 
Aurora Road west of Buffalo Creek north of the reservation after 1815 (Smith 
1884:1:502). 

As pioneers flocked westward, Erie County was created from Niagara County in 
1821. The Buffalo-Williamsville Road became a major line of trade and commerce for 
the residents of the county, first for the shipment of freight (until the Erie Canal), then 
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for transfer of people (until the railroads in the 1840s and 1850s). In 1826 the road was 
officially designated a public highway and called Main Street (Keller et al. 1981:3-5; 
Johnson 1876:308-309). By the 1850s “local traffic ensured the continuance of Main 
Street as a local artery” (Glover 1971:5). 

Incorporation and Early Development of the City of Buffalo. The Town of 
Buffalo was established in February 1810, and contained all land west of the west 
transit (Transit Road) between Tonawanda Creek on the north and the middle of the 
reservation on the south, although the town only had nominal control over reservation 
lands. As noted, three years later the settlement at Buffalo Creek was incorporated as 
the village of Buffalo (eight months after that it was burned to the ground). As pioneers 
filled the Niagara Frontier after the end of the War of 1812, the Town of Amherst, which 
included the present-day Town of Cheektowaga, was removed from Buffalo in April 
1818, three years before Erie County’s formation in 1821. The region received a 
tremendous economic boost when one terminus of the Erie Canal was located at the 
Village of Buffalo, near the mouth of Buffalo Creek. In an effort to influence the canal 
commissioners to site the western terminus at Buffalo, the Judge Samuel Wilkeson 
organized the Buffalo Harbor Company in 1819 to improve harbor conditions. Begun 
in 1817, the Erie Canal linked Buffalo and Lake Erie with New York City when it opened 
October 26,1825 (Shaw 1990:5-6, 181-187). The location of the canal terminus at 
Buffalo guaranteed its victory in its rivalry with the nearby village of Black Rock, and 
made Buffalo the transfer point for goods shipped between the Midwest through the 
lakes to New York and ocean trade. 

The Main and Hamburg Canal or Hamburg canal, located under the Niagara 
section of the New York State Thruway (Route 190), is one of several canals that 
contributed to the city’s success as a manufacturing center. Discussion of extending 
the Erie Canal to the Hydraulic Mills at Hamburg Street began as early as 1833 at an 
estimated construction cost of $8,101.40 (Bureau of Engineers A.1.194, Aug. 2,1833). 
The Hamburg canal, which ran north of Scott Street and paralleled Buffalo Creek, was 
reportedly initiated by owners of the land through which it was to run. In 1841, the 
mayor conveyed the Main and Hamburg Canal to New York State. Almost 20 years in 
the making, the Main and Hamburg Canal officially opened in 1852 (Bureau of 
Engineering, C.3. 368, June 16,1837; Smith 1884:11:96; Severance 1912:44). Three 
years later, the city declared the canal a nuisance because of stagnant water at its 
eastern extremity (Bureau of Engineering C.P. 275 Aug. 27,1865 and C.P. 153 May 
12,1856). To lessen health risks created by the stagnant canal measures were taken 
to supply it with fresh water every two hours from Big Buffalo Creek via the Hydraulic 
Canal (Bureau of Engineering C.P. 313 May 24,1869). Used as a sewer, the Main and 
Hamburg Canal was filled prior to 1903 (BECHS nd). 

Another canal constructed to augment the Erie Canal, the Clark and Skinner 
Canal was constructed between 1841 and 1846 and connected Buffalo Creek and the 
Main and Hamburg Canal. Measuring 43 feet wide, it ran parallel to and east of 
Mississippi Street, and was located between two of the largest railroads that entered 
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Buffalo at the turn of the nineteenth century, the Delaware, Lackawanna, & Western 
and the Lehigh Valley. By the end of the nineteenth century, the canal produced 
“unsavory odors” and was considered a danger to public health (BECHS nd). According 
to a newspaper article of the day, 

From Perry Street north to Scott Street the stream is a bogmire. The wharfage on 
the west side upon which the plant of Schoellkopf & Company’s tannery is located 
is dilapidated and in many places entirely washed away. Much refuse has been 
dumped into the slip, contaminating the water and making it a public nuisance. 

From Perry Street south to Elk Street, and even as far as the Buffalo River, the slip 
is in somewhat better condition [The Express, September29,1904 in BECHS nd]. 

Largely abandoned prior to 1903, the canal was acquired by the Delaware, 
Lackawanna & Western Railway Company and filled shortly thereafter. The canal is 
now beneath Baltimore Street (E&E 1993:5-2; BECHS nd; Gorton 2000). 

The resulting economic prosperity swelled Buffalo’s population. In 1825, Buffalo 
contained 2,412 people; by 1835, this number had jumped to 15,561. In April 1832 
Buffalo was incorporated as a city, with Buffalo Creek its southern boundary (Sass 
1983:12-13,19). Outside the city’s limits, the project area remained Seneca land as 
part of the Buffalo Creek reservation until 1842. Between 1835 and 1842, the Seneca 
sold this property to the Ogden Land Company and relocated to reservations to the 
south. Little settlement occurred south of Buffalo River by 1847. The Western (later 
Hamburgh) turnpike was a prominent roadway in this area and followed the current 
path of what is now Ohio Street to Route 5 south of the river, west of what is the City 
Ship Canal (Sass 1983:14; Smith 1884:11:97,105; Goldman 1983:31-33). 

The city’s population growth mirrored increased commercial development and 
settlement in the areas along the canal. As a result, the Town of Tonawanda, including 
Grand Island, was removed from the Town of Buffalo in April 1836. Further, the Town 
of Black Rock was created in April 1839, and included all land in the Town of Buffalo 
outside the city, whose boundaries were North Street on the north, Jefferson Street on 
the east, and the Buffalo Creek reservation on the south (Smith 1884:1:116,182,212, 
221 ). 

The economic impact of the Erie Canal and the prosperity engendered by 
activities at Buffalo Harbor would be reinforced in the 1840s by Joseph Dart. Dart 
perfected a steam-powered grain elevator and system for removing grain from the 
holds of ships in 1840s, revolutionizing grain shipping and handling. His invention 
combined with Buffalo’s strategic location as the nexus of the Great Lakes/inland trade 
and the ocean trade associated with the ports of New York, Boston and Philadelphia 
led to erection of numerous grain elevators along the Buffalo River. Beginning at the 
Evans Slip and Commercial Street in 1842, construction of numerous grain elevators 
would turn Buffalo into one of the leading grain shipping centers in North America (Sass 
1983:26; Goldman 1983;58; Buffalo History Works 2000a). By 1863,27 grain elevators 
enshadowed Buffalo’s harbor and were part of an extensive transportation network and 
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developing industrial economy (Buffalo History Works 2000b). From the mid¬ 
nineteenth century to the mid-twentieth century, 

Lake steamers loaded with grain, lumber, livestock, iron, and limestone docked 
and waited while their cargo was loaded on to canal boats and freight trains bound 
for seaports of the east. Access to rail and water transportation also facilitated the 
development of the city's first factories. Flour mills, breweries, grain elevators, 
tanneries, and iron foundries all crowded the banks of the Buffalo Creek in South 
Buffalo [Kowsky et al. 1981:248]. 


Economic growth heralded expansion and social change. In 1845 the city’s 
population was 29,773; by 1855 it was 74,214 with more than 60 percent of those 
people foreign bom. These residents in 1855 included 31,000 Germans and 18,000 
Irish (most of whom were Catholics) (Sass 1983:24; Goldman 1983:72). In 1853, City 
of Buffalo extended its boundaries, annexing the Town of Black Rock and receiving a 
new city charter (Sass 1983: 42; Smith 1884:1:230). 

As an economic artery, Main Street was macadamized during the last years of the 
1830s. During the depression years after the Panic of 1837, the Buffalo and 
Williamsville Macadam Road Company was chartered “to build a macadam road from 
Buffalo to Williamsville, and actually did build it within a year or two afterwards [at least 
by 1840]. This was nearly, or quite, the first successful attempt to replace one of our 
time-honored mud roads by a track passable at all seasons” (Johnson 1876:412; Smith 
1884:1:213; Keller et al. 1981:3-9). As a result, the Buffalo and Williamsville Road 
acquired toil gates: one near the future Humboldt Parkway and one at the Getzville 
Road. “To travel the nine miles cost a carriage driver 80 for two horses and 50 for one. 
The road cost $60,000, and its maintenance by a private corporation was ended in 
1899" (Glover 1971:5-6). 

Located near the existing convention Center (Site B), the first Young Men’s 
Christian Association (YMCA) in Buffalo was founded in April 26,1852. This facility 
was only the third in North America and the second in the United States. (Montreal and 
Boston were the first and second sites, respectively.) (Lamed 1911:11:87). 

Environmental investigations for the Webster Block, which is contiguous on the 
northwest of Site C described development of the area commencing around 1835 
(Panamerican Environmental, Inc. 2000; Severance 1912:44). Early structures were 
commercial in orientation and consisted of "17 stores, wholesale and jobbing houses 
dealing in dry goods, groceries, other commodities, and hotels” (Panamerican 
Environmental, Inc. 2000:ii). In the vicinity of Site C, the Buffalo Steam Engine Works 
(later, the George W. Tifft, Sons and Company) was one of the earliest industrial 
ventures in that area. Established in 1841, the company made steam engines, 
machinery, and boilers for architectural uses (E&E 1993:5-3). Later economic activities 
included a copper and sheet metal company, engine works, a pipe-fitting company, a 
brass foundry, oil storage and refining, and asbestos, insulation and other warehouses, 
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as well as the Lehigh Valley Railroad complex after 1900 (Sanborn Map Company 
1889,1899,1925,1951). 

Railroads. The arrival of the railroads during the mid-nineteenth century 
facilitated the economic transformation of Buffalo from farmstead and commercial 
enterprises into more heavily populated industrial areas, especially nearthe downtown 
areas of the City of Buffalo where the New York Central and later the Lehigh Valley 
Railroad, erected its railroad yards. In the planning stages since 1832, the Buffalo & 
Erie (Pennsylvania) Railroad was completed in stages. The Buffalo & State Line 
Railroad (part of the Lake Shore and Michigan Southern in the 1880s) opened in 
February 1852, with the completion of the Buffalo to Dunkirk route. Running parallel 
to Lake Erie, the line between the New York-Pennsylvania state line and Dunkirk had ' 
opened the first of that year (Smith 1884:1:314-315; Stone and Stewart 1866; Beers 
1880:22). By 1880, the Buffalo & Erie Railroad, which ran east of the Site C project 
area to Buffalo’s Exchange Street Station in 1866, was paraded by the Buffalo & 
Southwestern Railroad in 1880 (Beers 1880). By the end of the nineteenth century, 
Buffalo was the second leading railroad terminus in the Untied States (after Chicago), 
reducing the economic impact of the Erie Canal to near irrelevance (Goldman 
1983:129-120; Smith 1884:1:320; Fischer 1999a, 1999b, 2000). 

The Lehigh Valley Company operated a railroad and several trestles along Lake 
Erie by the late 1870s, and established a line of steamers for use in the Great Lakes 
coal trade by 1884. One trestle was located nearthe Ohio basin and fronted the creek. 
Stocking room was contained on the G.W. (later J.V.) Tifft farm. The Lehigh Valley 
Company excavated extensive canals and slips within the former Tifft farm in the mid- 
1880s at what is now the nature preserve, and reserved a large area for storage (Smith 
1884:11:204; Buffalo History Works 2000c: Part I). 

Contributing to this growth was the creation of several horse-drawn, steam, and 
later electric railways that ran through West Seneca to the City of Buffalo. After 1892 
these railways included the Buffalo and East Aurora Electric Railroad, and the Buffalo, 
Gardenville & Ebenezer Railway, which helped the residential and suburban expansion 
of South Buffalo and West Seneca during the early twentieth century. 

Early Manufacturing and Industry. Buffalo’s key asset was its geographic 
location at the eastern terminus of Lake Erie. With the completion the Erie Canal in 
1825, the city emerged as a processing and shipping center. Canal trade accelerated 
the transportation of goods to and from the eastern part of New York State, prompting 
the City of Buffalo to become one of the greatest commercial centers of the second 
quarter of the nineteenth century. 

Until the late 1840s, Buffalo was considered a bustling maritime town, but the 
advent of the railroad in the mid-nineteenth century allowed the city to enter new 
avenues of industry. After the panic of 1857, city merchants reevaluated their 
economic situation and decided to diversify, seeking new non-maritime based 
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industries. An Association for the Encouragement of Manufactures in the City of 
Buffalo was organized that year. The group initiated a major promotional campaign that 
included the nationwide distribution of pamphlets that advertised the amenities 
associated with the city, including inexpensive real estate, modem streets, unsurpassed 
schools and the purest of waters (Smith 1884:11:238; Goldman 1983). 

Iron ore smelting began in Buffalo around 1860 (Holder 1960:14). The railroad 
was vital for the importation of iron and coal to Buffalo from the mines of Pennsylvania. 
Economical lake transportation of ore to Buffalo enabled the shift of the city’s 
commerce-based economy to a manufacturing economy (Holder 1960:16). The Civil 
War stimulated the iron and steel industry and by 1864, there were 24 foundries and 
machine shops in Buffalo. 

Buffalo’s industrial marketplace intensified after the Civil War, and in 1869 an 
industrial exposition was held in the city that featured the inventiveness of 
mechanization and production and fostered the idea of industry as craft (Goldman 
1983:126). The introduction of the iron industry at the exposition provided a stage for 
the initiation, and subsequent development, of a new era of industrialization. Soon 
after, iron and steel manufacturing would become the backbone industry of the City of 
Buffalo. 

In addition to grain elevators and other shipping and mercantile endeavors, 
ancillary businesses also were located along the waterfront. Enterprises located in this 
intensively developed area included office buildings, saloons, groceries, storage 
depots, and railroad related structures, as well as a distillery and a bras works (E&E 
1993:5/3-4). 

Transportation. Main Street continued to be an artery of commerce for the area 
during the end of the nineteenth century and beginning of the twentieth century. 
Opening on June 11,1860, the Buffalo Street Railway Company operated a streetcar 
line on Main Street from “the Dock” to Edward Street, which was extended to Cold 
Spring (Main and Ferry streets, north of the city’s central business district) by July 14, 
1860. The line was extended to Delaware Park in July 1879 (Smith 1884:11:529-530; 
Lamed 1911:1:145,147-8). Initially a horse-drawn service, electric power was later 
introduced in 1889 on the line to Delaware Park (Lamed 1911:1:148). By 1893, an 
electric trolley system connected Williamsville to Buffalo, which operated until 1930, 
when gasoline buses and cars replaced the electric trolley (Glover 1971:6). These 
transportation improvements offered suburban living opportunities for urban workers. 

On August 15, 1896, the first electric current was transmitted to Buffalo from 
Niagara Falls. The event led to the gradual electrification of Buffalo industry. The 
International Railway Company, a local street railway, was the first electric railway in 
the city in November 1896. In 1897, George Urban’s Flour Mills were the first industries 
to be electrified. Moreover, the availability of this power supply served to draw the 
Lackawanna Steel Company from its home in Scranton, Pennsylvania, to the Stony 


Panamerican Consultants, Inc. 32 Proposed Convention Center Phase I A 


B-49 



Point section of the Town of West Seneca by 1904 (Goldman 1983:135-136; Weller 
1972a:2-3; see also Lankes 1968:55). By the latter part of the nineteenth century, the 
Delaware, Lackawanna & Western (DL&W) Railroad and the Lehigh Valley Railroad 
constructed stations, tracks and support structure in the vicinity of the Waterfront Site 
(Site C). 

Later Commercial and Industrial Developments. The invention of the grain 
elevator, the advent of electric power, and the relocation of the Lackawanna Steel to 
the Lake Erie shore, south of the Buffalo city limits in what is now the City of 
Lackawanna, propelled Buffalo to increased industrial growth and manufacturing 
expansion after World War I. In 1923,270 million bushels of grain passed through the 
area. In the mid-1920s, 34 grain elevators of a variety of sizes with situated along the 
Buffalo River and around the harbor, including those operated by Washbum-Crosby 
(later General Mills), Pillsbury, George Urban Milling Co., and Hecker-Jones-Jewell 
Milling Co., among others. In addition to milling operations, cereal companies were 
also located in the city, including Hecker H-0 Company, the Mapl-Flake Company, and 
the Shredded Wheat Company (Buffalo History Works 2000a). By beginning of World 
War I, the Main and Hamburg Canal and the Clark and Skinner Canal were filled or 
converted to storm sewers (E&E 1993:5-5). 

From the 1920s, Buffalo’s vibrant industrial economy drew other manufacturing 
concerns, such a the Curtis-Wright Aeroplane Company (which employed more than 
2,000 people in the 1920s), the burgeoning automotive industry employed more than 
15,000 workers, various machine shops and foundries employed 13,000, meat packing 
industries employed 3,000 workers as did the soap making industries in the 1920s. 
The city had a population of 506,775 in 1920 (Goldman 1983:216-217; Graham 
1967:97, 102). In the post-World War II years, the grain/flour-products industry 
remained ensconced along the western oxbows of the Buffalo River, while the steel 
industry was located furtherto the east (notably the Republic Steel conglomeration) and 
to the south in Lackawanna (Graham 1967:83-85,88-90). Despite a seemingly vibrant 
economy in the 1940s, a long economic decline was underway by the end of World 
War II. This decline witnessed the gradual relocation of important companies to 
neighboring states or outright closure (such as Bethlehem Steel in the 1980s), and the 
decline of the city’s population from 580,132 in 1950 to 532,132 in 1960 and an 
increasing suburbanization of Erie County (the county’s population exceeded one 
million in 1960) (Graham 1967:119; Goldman 1983:268-273). 

The Skyway (Hamburg Turnpike) was completed ca. 1957 as part of general boom 
in large-scale, public construction projects in the 1950s and 1960s, which included the 
extension of the New York State Thruway into the Southtowns and the construction of 
the Niagara Extension of the Thruway (1-190). In addition, the St. Lawrence Seaway 
was completed in 1958-1959 allowing ocean-going vessels to by-pass Buffalo (via the 
Welland Canal between Lake Erie and Lake Ontario), providing another avenue for 
economic decline. By the 1960s, many railroad structures formerly located in the 
vicinity of the Waterfront Site (Site C) had been razed, leaving large open lots. Recent 
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development in the City of Buffalo (since 1975) includes the construction of the existing 
Erie County Convention Center (1978), the light rapid rail transit system along Main 
Street (completed in 1985; which eliminated vehicular traffic from Main Street in the 
project area), the downtown baseball stadium (1980s; currently named Dunn Tire Park), 
the HSBC arena at the foot of Main Street (1990s; west of Site C), and the HSBC 
Atrium (1990). In 1998, Buffalo was estimated to have a population of 300,717, and 
Erie County was estimated to have a population of934,471 (Bisco 1986: passim ; Marist 
College 2000). 

2.3.3 Archaeological Site File Review. A review of archaeological site files was 
conducted at the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
(NYSOPRHP)and the New York State Museum (NYSM) for PCI by Ms. Kerry L. Nelson 
in April 2001. 

The site file review identified 24 archaeological sites within one mile of the three 
proposed alternatives for the new Buffalo Convention Center (see Table 1). Of these 
sites, 18 of them are historic period sites, five are prehistoric period, and one is 
unidentified. 

Early archaeological surveys recorded and published by Squier (1851), 
Beauchamp (1900), Houghton (1909), and Parker (1922) do not record the presence 
of any prehistoric sites within the project area. However, the NYSM files indicate that 
Parker identified one site in the general area of the Mohawk Site A and the Existing 
Convention Center Site B. The site, NYSM #7123, is described as “traces of 
occupation." The site boundary as identified in the NYSM archives covers over 900 
acres. Parker generally used broad, exaggerated boundaries to obscure site locations 
from vandals. It is highly unlikely that the actual site boundaries were within Site A or 
Site B. Parker also recorded two other prehistoric sites, NYSM #3181 (camp), and 
NYSM #3253 (traces of occupation) both of which are located over 4,000 feet (1,220 
meters) from Sites A and B. 

Later archaeological investigations by Ritchie (1980) and Ritchie and Funk (1973) 
also do not report the presence of archaeological sites in the project area, although 
Ritchie (1980:44) notes numerous beveled adze-finds (Lamoka phase) north of the 
project area between Buffalo and Cayuga creeks. Two important and well known 
prehistoric lroquoian villages, Buffam and Eaton, are located well to the east of the 
proposed project locations. 

Three historic sites were identified approximately 1,000 ft (305 m) north of the 
Mohawk Site A. These sites, NYSOPRHP Numbers A02940.023493, A02940.023494, 
and A02940.023495, were located during a communication project survey. The first 
two sites were described as a late 19 th to early 20 th century brick drain and trash 
midden, and the third site as a mid-19 th century brick drain, respectively. A more 
detailed description is presented above in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Previously identified archaeological sites within or in proximity to the 
proposed New Buffalo Convention Center locations 


NYSM 

# 

OPRHP# 

Description 

Approximate 
Distance from 
Closest Proposed 
Project Location 


02940.000015 

Buffalo Plank Road (UB 1682). Log pavement; 
reported by SUNY at Buffalo. 

one-mile radus 


02940.000123 

Buffalo E (UB 168). Early and Late Woodland; 
reported by Prake 

500 feet from 
Waterfront Site C 


02940.000125 

Buffalo 1 (UB 172). Reported by Prake 

4,000+ ft from 

Mohawk Site A 


02940.004623- 

D05 

Erie Canal Grand Canal, Prime Slip and 
Commercial Slip Areas. Remains of the canal, 
associated structures, locks and other features; 
reported by Earl J. Prahl. 

1,000 ft or less from 
Waterfront Site C 


02940.019631 

Marine Midland Arena/Miiey Site. Mid-19 m century; 
artifacts include brick, limestone, block foundation, 
wood plank, cast iron pipes, window glass, nails, 
whiteware, yelloware, stoneware, bottle glass, 
container glass, leather, coal and slag; reported by 
Wanren Barbour and Elaine Herold. 

Across street from 
Waterfront Site C 


02940.019632 

Marine Midland Arena Parking Lot Site. Late 19 th 
century and early 20 m century; artifacts include 
limestone block foundation and limestone grinding 
stones; reported by Warren Barbour. 

Less than 1,000 ft 
from Waterfront Site 

C 


02940.019633 

Marine Midland Arena/ Martin Phillips Site. Mid- 
19 m century; artifacts include brick, limestone block 
foundation, wood plank, stoneware pipes, window 
glass, nails, whiteware, yelloware, stoneware, bottle 
glass, container glass, clay tobacco pipes, brier 
tobacco pipes, syringes (rubber and glass), buttons, 
cloth, leather shoe parts, porcelain miniatures, brass 
knuckles, coins, non-human bone, cutlery and 
toothbrush; reported by Warren Barbour. 

Less than 1,000 ft 
from Waterfront Site 

C 


02940.023356 

Wilcox Mansion Weil. IB 1 " or early 20 m century; 
foundation (poured concrete), well (mortared brick 
oriented bed, radiating outwards, interior coated with 
parching [similar to mortarQ. Few Artifacts found; 
reported by Cynthia J. Jackson. 

More than 5,000 ft 
from existing 
convention center 

Site B 


02940.023417 

MFS Link 9, Monitored Area. Mid- to late 19 m 
century; artifacts include brick and mortar pillar, drain, 
wail, unmortared cut stone wall, concentration of mid- 
to late 19 th century artifacts, possible midden, brick 
and mortar wall resting on cut stone footers; reported 
by Cynthia J. Jackson. 

1,000 ft from 
Waterfront Site C 
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NYSM 

# 

OPRHP# 

Description . 

Approximate 
Distance from 
Closest Proposed 
Project Location 


02940.023418 

MFS Link 25. Late 19*-eariy 20 m century; yellow 
sandstone foundation, brick fill underwood layer, with 
cobblestones scattered throughout brick and grey 
sandstone foundation. Artifacts include undercoated 
porcelain, blue transfer-print whiteware, brick and cut 
sandstone; reported by Cynthia J. Jackson. 

1,000 ft from 
Waterfront Site C 


02940.023440 

Carroll Street Freight House Site. The former 
freight house was demolished in 1984. Tracks were 
razed and lot graded. Fill brought in from the Elm- 
Oak arterial of the Niagara Section of the New York 
State Thruway, which is located west of the site. 
Artifacts recovered from the mounded fill are believed 
to be associated with this other area; reported by 
Elaine B. Herald. 

1,000 ft from 
Waterfront Site C 


02940.023479 

Washington Street Sites (Loci 1-3). Locus 1 (1851- 
1914): fragmented Onondaga limestone wall, 
approximately 4 ft-x-2 ft, betow current blacktop street 
level. Locus 2 (1914-1963): reinforced concrete 
passenger tunnel with pipe gallery connected on the 
southern wall. Locus 3 (mid-to late 19* century): 
Medina sandstone pavers, Onondaga Limestone 
cobbles, iron cut nails, hardwood railroad ties and 
glass insulator caps uncovered below current 
blacktop grade; reported by Michael P. Schifferii 

More than 1,000 ft 
from Waterfront Site 

C 


02940.023480 

Columbia Street, between South Park Avenue and 
Perry Street Cobblestone District Loci 4: 
cobblestone street with historic cultural material 
deposit Onondaga limestone cobblestone street (ca. 
1820-1930); reported by Michael P. Schifferii. 

Less than 1,000 ft 
from Waterfront Site 

C 


02940.023486 

Site 1, Williams Communications FOL Station 
301+65 to 302+75 (Corduroy Road). Early to mid 
19* century; hewn round logs, 213 cm long, dry, lain 
in place without hardware or cementing medium. 
Artifacts include whiteware ceramic with purple 
transfer print (ca. 1825) and yelloware ceramic (post- 
1830) retrieved from the area's general provenience; 
reported by HAA, Inc.. 

More than 3,000 ft 
from Waterfront Site 

C 


02940.023487 

Site 2, Williams Communications FOL Station 
312+57 (Brick Road). Late 19* to eariy 20* century; 
brick surface below the topsoil is flush with concrete 
bed below. Bricks were cemented together in place; 
reported by Darrell C. Pinckney, HAA, Inc. 

More than 3,000 ft 
from Waterfront Site 

C 


02940.023488 

Site 3, Williams Communications FOL, Station 
309+40 (structure support beam). Wood beam 15 
cm wide and 18 cm long) left in place at 75 cm below 
surface grounds; reported by Dan-ell C. Pinckney, 
HAA, Inc. 

3,000 ft from 
Waterfront Site c 
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NYSM 

# 

OPRHP# 

Description 

Approximate 
Distance from 
Closest Proposed 
Project Location 

• 

02940.023493 

Site 8, Williams Communications FOL, Station 
399+00 (Brick Drain). Late 19 th to eariy 20* century; 
round in overall appearance; bricks held together by 
mortar. Approximate size of the drain 40 cm wide by 
75 cm long; reported by Darrell C. Pinckney, HAA, 
Inc. 

Less than 1,000 ft 
from Mohawk Site A 


02940.023494 

Site 9, Williams Communications FOL, Station 
398+78 (Trash midden). Late 19* to early 20* 
century; no consistent construction apparent; feature 
was approximately 210 cm in total length; reported by 
Darrell C. Pinckney, HAA, Inc. 

Less than 1,000 ft 
from Mohawk Site A 


02940.023495 

Site 10, Williams Communications FOL, Station 
399+40 (Brick Drain). Mid- to late 19* century; 
yellow brick drain, square, held together with mortar. 
Bricks were stacked 4 high; reported by Darrell C. 
Pinckney, HAA, Inc. 

Less than 1,000 ft 
from Mohawk Site A 


02940.023496 

Site 11, Williams Communications FOL, Station 
292+00 to 295+00 (Debitage). Pre-contact; artifacts 
include utilized flake scraper, block flake, bifacial 
thinning flake and handheld bifaces; reported by 
Darrell C. Pinckney, HAA, Inc. 

4,000 ft from 
Waterfront Site C 


02940.023497 

Site 12, Williams Communications FOL, Station 
301+00 (Brick drain). Late 19* to early 20* century; 
round; bricks were mortared together. Approximate 
size of drain is 40 cm wide and 20 cms long; reported 
by Darrell C. Pinckney, HAA, Inc. 

4,000 ft from 
Waterfront Site C 

3181 


Camp reported by Arthur C. Parker, 1922 

More than 4,000 ft 
from existing 
convention center 
Site B 

3253 


Traces of occupation reported by Arthur C. Parker, 
1922 

More than 4,000 ft 
from existing 
convention center 
Site B 

7123 


Traces of occupation reported by Arthur C. Parker. 
1922. 

Actual location 
unknown, reported 
boundary to be 
within Site A and B 


No archaeological sites were identified within the Waterfront Site C. However, 
within an approximately 1,000-ft (305-m) radius of the property 10 archaeological sites 
have been identified documenting the historic sensitivity of the area. 
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No archaeological cultural resources were listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places within or adjacent to any of the proposed alternative sites. However, 
the former Erie Canal, which has been determined eligible at various locations 
throughout the State of New York, was present in the City of Buffalo. 

Previous Surveys. A review of cultural resources investigations recorded in the 
files of the NYSOPRHP shows that no previous survey has been conducted within the 
proposed project area at Site A, B, or C. Areas in the vicinity of the three proposed 
alternatives, however, have undergone numerous investigation. Reports of these 
investigations are listed below. 

Barbour, Warren T.D. 

2001 Report of the Archaeological Monitoring Efforts for the Cobblestone Distirct, 

. City of Buffalo, Erie County, New York. Dean & Barbour Associates, Inc., 

Buffalo. 

1998 The Horizons Waterfront Inner Harbor Project: Stage I A Cultural Resources 
Literature Search, City of Buffalo, Erie County, New York. Edited version. 

Dean & Barbour, Inc., Buffalo 

Ecology & Environment, Inc. 

1981 Final Report Archaeological Monitoring for the Niagara Frontier 
Transportation Authority Light Rail Rapid Transit System, Buffalo, New York. 

Ecology & Environment, Inc., Buffalo. 

1993 Phase I A Cultural Resources Survey for the Proposed Crossroads Sports 
Arena and Entertainment Complex, Buffalo, New York. Ecology and 
Environment, Inc., Lancaster, NY. 

Hartgen Archeological Associates, Inc. 

2000 Phase I Archaeological Investigation, Surface Reconnaissance and 
Monitoring, Williams Communications Fiber Optic Line, City of Buffalo, Erie 
County, New York. Hartgen Archeological Associates, Inc., Rensselaer, NY. 

1999 Phase I A Archeological Sensitivity Assessment and Surface 
Reconnaissance, Proposed Fiber Optic Line, City of Buffalo, Erie County, 

New York. Hartgen Archeological Associates, Inc., Rensselaer, NY. 

Johnson-Smith, Nancy 

1998 Report of Stage IA/B Cultural Resource Investigation for the Fiber Optic 
Cable Project from 1-90 Interchange at Canastota to Western New York. 
Pennsylvania Border, Volume II, Dean and Barbour Associates, Inc., Buffalo. 

Keller, Marvin, Michael A Cinquino, Carmine A Tronolone, and Charles E. Vandrei, Jr. 

1981 Archaeological Investigations of the Buffalo Log Road Site (UB 1682), 

Buffalo, New York: Data Recovery Program. Prepared by Ecology and 
Environment, Inc., Buffalo. 

Longianj, Christine M., and James Hartner 

1998 Preliminary Archaeological and Architectural Reconnaissance Survey, 
Replacement of the Michigan Avenue Bridge (BIN 2260610) over the Conrail 
Railroad Tracks and Exchange Street, City of Buffalo, Erie County, New 


Panamerican Consultants, Inc. 


38 Proposed Convention Center Phase IA 


B-55 




York. Reports of the Archaeological Survey 30(31). State University of New 
York at Buffalo. 

Tronolone, Carmine A. 

1985 Cultural Resource Survey for the Proposed Downtown Buffalo Sports Complex, 

Erie County, New York. Prepared by Ecology and Environment, Inc., Buffalo. 

Tronolone, Carmine A., and Michael A. Cinquino 

1986 Stage IB Cultural Resource Survey for the Proposed Downtown Buffalo Sports 
Complex: Exchange Street Parking Ramp, Erie County, New York. Ecology and 
Environment, Inc. Buffalo 

Vandrei, Charles E., Brian Lee Nagel, and Mark S. Aldendorfer 

1980 Archaeological and Documentary Research on UB 1682, Buffalo Plank 
Road, City of Buffalo, Erie County, New York. Reports of the Archaeological 
Survey 12(5), State University of New York at Buffalo. 


The majority of these field investigations cited above discovered various types of 
cultural deposits including log roads, the remains of the Commercial Slip of the Erie 
Canal, historic middens, historic features, and foundations remains. These results 
clearly document the historic sensitivity of urban Buffalo and the potential for locating 
buried historic deposits throughout the city. 

2.3.4 Historic Map Analysis. The following maps were reviewed for the present 
study: Quackenboss & Kennedy’s 1854 Map of the City of Buffalo, Stone and Stewart’s 
1866 Map of the City of Buffalo (Figure 6), Beers’ 1880 Atlas Map of the City of Buffalo 
(Figure 7), and Sanborn Fire insurance Maps (1868,1889-1925). For each proposed 
site location, historic land use information from the Sanborn maps are presented in a 
separate table (Tables 2 through 4). 

Quackenboss & Kennedy’s 1854 map (not able to reproduce in the current report) 
classifies brick and/or frame structures and indicates the function of the structure. For 
the most part, properties along Main Street were frame buildings with stores (Sites A 
and B). First class brick dwellings with stores were situated along the south side of 
Genesee Street. Many of the properties identified for Sites A and B on this map were 
mixed-use dwellings, although the map does not specify the types of mercantile 
establishments that occupied these buildings. 

Within the Mohawk Site (Site A), the Buffalo Company No. 4 Rescue House was 
identified on the south side of East Huron Street, between Washington and Ellicott 
streets. Also of note for the Mohawk Site, Trinity Church once stood on the southeast 
comer of Washington and East Mohawk Street. Organized on October 12,1836, the 
Episcopal Church purchased the land on the comer of Washington and Mohawk 
Streets for $4,750, but the building was not completed until 1842. Six years later, their 
simple church had been enlarged and included a rectory annex (Smith 1884:11:286). 
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Figure 7. The project areas in the City of Buffalo, Erie County, in 1880 (Beers 1880) 
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A watch house was identified in Site B on the northeast comer of Pearl and West 
Mohawk streets. A Free Baptist Church also was documented adjacent to Site B, on 
the north side of Genesee Street between Pearl and Franklin streets. The map 
recorded a Presbyterian Church in proximity to Site B, on the northeast comer of 
Genesee and Pearl streets. Organized as the Pearl Street Presbyterian Church in 
November 1935, the group erected its original church building on the northwest corner 
of Genesee and Pearl streets the following year (Smith 1884:11:279). In 1848, the 
society reorganized under the name Central Presbyterian Church and built a new 
structure on the opposite comer (Smith 1884:11:286). The existence of possible burial 
grounds associated with these early churches is not known. 

In 1854, the Waterfront Site (Site C) was largely residential and consisted of frame 
dwellings. Public School No. 3 was recorded on the north side of Perry Street between 
Illinois and Mississippi Streets. Bethel Church was identified on the northwest comer 
of Perry and Illinois Streets. 

In contrast to the Quackenboss & Kennedy map, the 1868 Sanborn Fire Insurance 
Map of the City of Buffalo provides a wealth of detail (the map is not reproduced in the 
current report). The map contains building material information as well as function for 
almost every property documented. Commercial interests on Main Street (Sites A and 
B) dominated the streetscape with a variety of establishments that included: milliners, 
grocers, a cutlery store, hardware stores, banks, a plumber, haberdasheries, drygoods 
stores, a confectioner, a furniture store, a tobacconist, a liquor store, a botanical drug 
store, and a purveyor of chinaware. Properties on East Genesee Street in the Mohawk 
Site also hosted a variety of specialty shops. Most of these commercial interests were 
located in brick or brick and frame buildings ranging from three to four stories. Many 
of the dwellings that appear on the 1889 Sanborn map for each of the proposed 
locations were recorded on the 1868 map. 

In Site A, a birdcage factory was documented at 510 Washington Street and 
Washington Savings Bank was recorded at 437-439 Washington Street (Site A). The 
Engine House illustrated on the 1854 map was also recorded in 1868. A coffin factory, 
bakery, a boot shop and a book binder were located on the same block as the engine 
house. The Hersee Furniture Factory was first recorded on the 1868 map at the foot 
of East Mohawk Street, on the east side of Ellicott Street at Hersee Alley. A brewery 
also was identified at 20 Broadway and a saloon was located next door. The Machine 
Shop and Brass Works was first recorded in 1868 at 46-48 Broadway and a dyers shop 
was located at 50 Broadway. At Site C, Farrar and Company Iron Works were 
recorded at 54-56 Perry Street in 1868. A soap factory was documented at 24 Burwell 
Place and, on the same block there was a grocery store. School No. 3 also was 
depicted on the 1868 map. 

The 1866 map of the City of Buffalo (Stone and Stewart) shows densely populated 
blocks for each of the proposed convention center sites, however, only a few of the 
properties documented are identified on the map (see Figure 6). At that time, the city’s 
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main government buildings centered on and around Lafayette Square, which is 
adjacent on the southwestern edge of the Mohawk Site (Site A). The 1880 Beers map 
also shows the city blocks, but does not identify the occupant (see Figure 7). 

A panoramic view of the city from 1902 (Figure 8 [Sites A and B] and Figure 9 [Site 
C]) offers a detailed glimpse of the city from just after the turn of the nineteenth century. 
This view identifies numerous buildings and structures within the three proposed new 
convention center alternatives. 

2.3.4.1 Mohawk Site (Site A). During the second half of the nineteenth century 
the Mohawk Site was densely populated with both commercial buildings and 
residences. Beginning in the late nineteenth century, residential homes in the city’s 
central business district were replaced by commercial and light industrial buildings. 
Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps from 1889 through 1925 document this changing use of 
the Mohawk Site from mixed commercial and residential to almost entirely commercial. 
The late nineteenth century Sanborn maps record a variety of small specialty stores 
along the west side of Main Street (500 Block). Unlike other areas within the Mohawk 
Site, the 500 Block of Main Street and the 3-story commercial buildings on East 
Genesee Street represent the small-scale vernacular commercial buildings that once 
comprised much of the city’s central business district. 

The Sanborn maps also document the gradual transformation of properties along 
Washington, Ellicott and Oak streets from scattered, small-scale commercial buildings 
and residences to a compressed area of large, auxiliary commercial loft buildings and 
light industrial buildings. During the first half of the twentieth century, businesses 
associated with several of Buffalo’s major industries occupied lots within the Mohawk 
Site boundaries. In the early twentieth century, warehouses were constructed along 
Washington Street to support the retail industry, whereas light industrial enterprises 
emerged on Ellicott Street. 

Since the Mohawk Site is partly located along Buffalo’s primary thoroughfare and 
is adjacent to one of the city’s major public squares, the site also supported theaters, 
a concert hall, a bank, hotels, saloons, restaurants, a Turkish bath and a library. 
Almost all of the buildings associated with these once thriving establishments have 
been either demolished or replaced. 

Table 2 provides a summary of the types of buildings and businesses identified 
on the Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps from 1889 to 1925, as well as the extant 
structures. The current Sanborn map is a revised 1986 version (Figures 10 through 14) 
that approximately represents the current condition of the site (with some exceptions). 
The table begins with the east side of Main Street (from south to north) and then lists 
the primary south-north thoroughfares in the Mohawk Site east to Oak Street. The west 
side of the streets are addressed first, followed by a listing of properties on the east 
side. All properties appear on the chart in ascending street address order. West-east 
roads are listed as follows: Broadway, East Genesee Street and East Huron Street. 
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Table 2 Historic Map Analysis of Sanborn Maps for the Mohawk Site (Site A). 


Address 

1889 Map 

1899 Map 

1925 Map 

Bldg 

Extant 

West Side of Main Street between East Mohawk Place and East Huron Street 

495-497 Main Street 

Store/Hall; 5-Br. 

Furniture; 7 

— 

No 

499 Main Street 

Store; 3-Br. 

501-503 Main Street 

Store/Cutlery & 
Grinding; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Yes 

505-507 Main Street 

Store/Hardware & 
Stoves/Tinshop; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

No 

509 Main Street 

Store/Wallpaper, 
Picture & Frames; 

3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

. 

Store; 3-Br. 

No 

511-513 Main Street 

Dry Goods Store; 

3-Br. 

Store: 3-Br. 

‘Loew’s State 
Theatre-entrance 
(ca. 1921, a.k.a. 
Century Theatre) 

No 

515-519 Main Street 

Store/Trunks. 

Jewelry; 2 1/2-Br. 

*Store;4-Br. 

— 

No 

521 Main Street 

Dry Goods Store; 

4-Br. 

Store; 4-Br. 

Store; 4-Br 

Yes 

523 Main Street 

Saloon/Restaurant; 

3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Yes 

525-527 Main Street 

Store; 4-Br. 

Store; 4-Br. 

Store; 4 

Yes 

529-533 Main Street 

Iribaccker & Davis 
Plumbers and 
Steamfitters; 4-Br. 

Plumbers & 

Supplies; 4-Br. 

-One Store’-529, 
“Drugs”-533; 4-Br. 

Yes 

535 Main Street 

Store; 4-Br. 

Saloon; 4-Br. 

Store; 4-Br. 

Yes 

537-539 Main Street 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Yes 

West Side of Washington Street from East Mohawk Place to East Huron Street (S-N) 

478 Washington St 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

No 

480 Washington St 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Store; 2-Fr. 

Store; 2-Fr. 

No 

482 Washington St 

Store; 2-Fr. 

unknown 

‘Loew’s State 

Theatre 

(ca. 1921, a.k.a. 
Century Theatre) 

No 

484 Washington St 

Dwelling; 21/2-Br. 

Saloon; 2 1/2-Br. 

488 Washington St 

Store; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

490 Washington St 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

494-496 Washington St 

Storage; 5-Br. 

Storage;5-Br. 

500 Washington St 

Store; 5-Br. 

Store: 5-Br. 

*ca. 1920 

Yes 

502 Washington St 

Marbleworks; 2-Br. 

2-Br. 

Store; 2-Br. 

No 
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Address 

1889 Map 

1899 Map 

1925 Map 

Bldg 

Extant 

504-508 Washington St 

Fries & Co. Brass 
Foundry;3-Br. 

Storage-504-506, 

Pipe Shop-508; 

3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Yes 

510 Washington St 

Store/Tinshop; 4-Br. 

Saloon; 4-Br. 

•loft building; ca. 

1920 

Yes 

512 Washington St 

Stable; 1-Br. 

Stable; 1-Br. 

— 

No 

514 Washington St 

Feed Store; 3-Br. 

Furniture; 3-Br. 

•Furniture 

Warehouse 

No 

516 Washington St 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

518 Washington St 

Store; 5-Br. 

Store; 5-Br. 

520 Washington St 

Dry Goods Store; 5- 
Br. (French’s Block) 

Dry Goods Store; 5- 
Br.. 

East Side of Washington Street from Broadway to East Huron Street 

S-N) 

437-439 Washington St 

1 st fl. Buffalo Savings 
Bank, 2 nd fl. 

Grosvenor Library; 

2-Fr. Special 

Buffalo Savings 

Bank; 2-Fr. Special 

•Lafayette Theatre; 

3- Br. (ca. 1922) 

No 

443 Washington St 

Dwelling; 3-Br. 

Saloon; 3-Br. 

445-449 Washington 

St 

Corinne Lyceum 
(Theatre); 3-Br. 

Lyceum Theatre 
and saloon; 3-Br. 

451-455 Washington St 

— . 

Store,‘5-Br. 

Wm. Hengerer Co. 
Warehouse; 6-Br. 

No 

457 Washington St 

Dwelling; 2-1/2-Br. 

•Store; 6 

Loft Building and 
Store; 6 (Howard 
Building) 

No 

459 Washington St 

Dwelling; 3-Br. 

461 Washington St 

Stuart’s Livery, 2-Br. 

Livery; 2-Br. 

•Store; 1 

No 

463-467 Washington St 

Liedertafel Hall, 
Concert Hall with 
saloon; 2 

walls for building, no 
roof; 2 

• Office Building; 

Steel Frame 
(Remington Rand 
Bldg. ca. 1909-1911 

Yes, 

ca.1909- 

1911 

bldg. 

477-479 Washington St 

Store, Finishing 
Upholstery, Furniture 
Whse.;4-Br. 

Store, Furniture 
Warehouse; 4-Br. 
(Tifft Block) 

Store; 4-Br. 

(BAS. Estate 
Building) 

No 

481 Washington St 

Store, Paperbox 
Factory; 4-Br. 

Store; 4 -Br.fTifft 
Block) 

Store; 4-Br. 

(BAS. Estate 
Building) 

No 

483-485 Washington St 

Store, Shoe Factory; 
4-Br. 

Store;4 (Tifft Block) 

Store; 4-Br. 

(BAS. Estate 
Building) 

No 

487-489 Washington St 

Store, laundry; 4-Br. 

Store; 4-Br. (Tifft 
Block) 

Store; 4-Br. 

(BAS. Estate 
Building) 

No 
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Address 

1889 Map 

1899 Map 

1925 Map 

Bldg 

Extant 

491 Washington St. 

Store; 4-Br. 

Store; 4-Br. 

Liquor store; 4-Br. 

No 

495 Washington St 

Store; 2-Fr. 

Restaurant; 1-2/Fr. 

•Store; 2 

No 

499 Washington St 

Dwelling; 2 

Dwelling; 3 

*ca. 1910-11, loft 
bldg. 

Yes 

501-505 Washington St 

Store; 1 (1-story Br. 
Dwelling behind) 

Store;1 

*ca. 1923-24, 
Washington Bldg. 

Yes 

507-509 Washington St 

• 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

•Store; 4-Br. 

(Various Mfg.) 

Store;4-Br. 

(Various Light Mfg.). 

No 

511-515 Washington St 

Dwelling; 2-Fr 

•Store; 4-Br. 

(Various Mfg.) 

Store 4-Br. 

(Various Light Mfg.) 

No 

517 Washington St 

Store. Furniture; 

3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Yes 

519 Washington St 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Yes 

521 Washington St. 

Store, Picture 

Frames, Umbrella 
Factory; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 


523-525 Washington 

St 

Store; 3-Br. 

Saloon; 3-Br 

• ca. 1920, Store; 3 

Yes 

West Side of Ellicott Street from Broadway to East Huron Street (S-N] 


278 Ellicott Street 

Dwelling; 3-Br. 

Dwelling; 3-Br. 

Store; 31/2-Br. 

No 

282 Ellicott Street 

Dwelling; 2 -Br. 

Dwelling; 2 -Br. 

Dwelling; 2 -Br. 

No 

286 Ellicott Street 

Dwelling; 2 -Fr. 

Dwelling; 2 -Fr. 

Dwelling; 2 -Fr. 

No 

288 Ellicott Street 

Dwelling; 2 -Br. 

Dwelling; 2 -Br. 

Dwelling; 2 -Br. 

No 

290 Ellicott Street 

Dwelling; 2 -Br. 

Dwelling; 2 -Br. 

Dwelling; 2 -Br. 

No 

292 Ellicott Street 

1 -Fr. 

— ■ 

— 

No 

294 Ellicott Street 

1 -Fr. 

— 

— 

No 

296 Ellicott Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

No 

298 Ellicott Street 

— 

Store;4 
(ca. 1900) 

Store; 4 (Plumber) 

Yes 

300 Ellicott Street 

— 

302 Ellicott Street 

— 

304 Ellicott Street 

— 

Store;4 

Saloon; 4 

No 

322-324 Ellicott Street 

Stable; 2 

Private Stable; 2 

•Car Garage; 3 

No 

326 Ellicott Street 

Horse Shed; 1 

1 story 

Auto Stalls; 1 

No 

336 Ellicott Street 

Dwelling; 2 

Dwelling; 2 

— 

No 


Panamerican Consultants, Inc. 


53 


Proposed Convention Center Phase IA 


B-63 





















































































































Address 

1889 Map 

1899 Map 

1925 Map 

Bldg 

Extant 

332-336 Ellicott Street 



City of Buffalo 

Public Welfare Bldg. 

& Fire Dept 
Headquarters 

No 

338 Ellicott Street 

Dwelling; 2 

•Furniture Storage;3 

* Coffee Roasting 

Yes 

340 Ellicott Street 

Store; 2 


vvnoie L/OTiee, i- 
cone, block 


342 Ellicott Street 

Dwelling; 1 

— 

— 

No 

344 Ellicott Street 

Dwelling; 1 

Dwelling; 1 

* new 2 story bldg. 

No 

348-350 Ellicott Street 

Dwelling; 3-Br. 

3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Yes 

352 Ellicott Street 

Store; 4-Br. 

4-Br. 

Rooms; 4-Br. 

No 

East Side of Ellicott Street from Broadway to East Huron Street (S-N) 

285 Ellicott Street 

Dwelling; 2 'A -Br. 

Store; 2 'A -Br. 

•printing; 2-Br. 
ca. 1925 

Yes 

287 Ellicott Street 

Dwelling; 2 'A -Br. 

Store; 2 A -Br. 


289 Ellicott Street 

Dwelling; 2 'A -Br. 

Store; 2 'A -Br. 



291 Ellicott Street 

Dwelling; 2-Br. 

Dwelling; 2-Br. 

Dwelling; 2-Br. 

No 

295 Ellicott Street 

Apollo Hall; 4-BrTFr 
(Music Hall 3* fl.). 

— 

•Dwelling; 2-Br. 

No 

295 Ellicott Street 

Apollo Hall; 4-BrVFr 
(Music Hall 3 rd fl.). 

— 

•Dwelling; 2-Br. 

No 

301 Ellicott Street 

Dwelling; 2 

Dwelling; 2 

•Van Hoesen 
Wholesale 

Wallpaper 

Yes 

303-311 Ellicott Street 

Storage Lumber, 
Warehouse (1-5th 
fl.). Upholstery (4”’ fl.) 

Hersee & Co. 

Furniture 

Factory/Storage; 

5-Br. 

Hersee & Co. 

Furniture 

Factory/Storage; 

5-Br 

No 

Note: Hersee Place was originally Koon’s Alley (1889) 

317 Ellicott Street 

Dwelling; 2 

Dwelling# 

Dwelling# 

No- 

dweil. 

319 Ellicott Street 

Dwelling; 2 

Dwelling# 

Dwelling# 

t es- 

carriage 

house 

321 Ellicott Street 

Dwelling 

•Factory; 4 

Plumber's Supplies; 

Yes 

323 Ellicott Street 

Dwelling 


H 


325 Ellicott Street 

— 

— 

•Garage; 1 

Yes 

327 Ellicott Street 

Dwelling; 2 

Dwelling; 2 



329-331 Ellicott Street 

H.J. Fox Livery; 

Livery; 2 

Warehouse; 2 

Yes 

335-337 Ellicott Street 

Dwelling; 2 

Dwelling; 2 

Office; 21/2 

No 
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Address 


339 Ellicott Street 


341 Ellicott Street 


345 Ellicott Street 


349 Ellicott Street 


353 Ellicott Street 


355 Ellicott Street 


1889 Map 


Dwelling; 2 


Dwelling; 2 


Dwelling; 2 


Dwelling; 2 


Store; 2 


Store; 3 


1899 Map 


Dwelling; 2 


Dwelling; 2 


Dwelling; 2 


Dwelling; 2 


Store; 4 


Store; 4 


1925 Map 


Rooms; 2 

(Store in basement) 


Rooms; 2 

(Store in basement) 


Rooms; 2 

(Store in basement) 


Flat; 2 


Store; 4 


Mission; 4 


Bldg 

Extant 


West Side of Blossom Street Between Broadway and East Huron Street (S-N) 


12 Blossom Street 


16 Blossom Street 


18 Blossom Street 


28 Blossom Street 


32 Blossom Street 


34 Blossom Street 


36 Blossom Street 


Stable; 2 


Carriage shed; 2 


Stable; 2 


Stable; 2 


Stable; 2 


Stable; 2 


Stable; 2 


Stable; 2 


Shed; 1 


Stable; 2 


Stable; 2 


•Factory; 4 


•Factory; 4 


•Stable; 2 


38-40 Blossom Street Hack Stable; 2-Br. 


42 Blossom Street 


44 Blossom Street 


48 Blossom Street 


50 Blossom Street 


52 Blossom Street 


54 Blossom Street 


56 Blossom Street 


58 Blossom Street 


60 Blossom Street 


62 Blossom Street 


Livery H.J. Fox; 2-Br. 


2-Fr. 


Stable; 2 


Stable 


Stable: Fr. 


Stable; Br. 


Dwelling; 2-Br. 


Dwelling; 2-Br. ^ 


1-BrTFr. 


Plumber's Supplies; 
4 


Plumber's Supplies; 
4 


Garage; 2 


Warehouse; 2 


Garage 


Stable 


Stable: Fr. 


Stable; Br. 


■Dwelling; 2-Br. 


Dwelling; 2-Br. 


1-BrVFr. 


Dwelling; 2-Br. 


Dwelling; 2-Br. 


EAST SIDE OF BLOSSOM STREET BETWEEN BROADWAY AND EAST HURON ST. (S-N) 


Unknown 


•Electric City Box 
Co. on 2 nd Floor. 


Blossom Street 

Unknown 

31 Blossom Street 

Dwelling; 2 
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Address 


33-37 Blossom Street 


29 Blossom Street 


41 Blossom Street 


47 Blossom Street 


49 Blossom Street 


51 Blossom Street 


53 Blossom Street 


55 Blossom Street 


57 Blossom Street 


61 Blossom Street 


62 Blossom Street 


1889 Map 


Stable, “Hack Bam”; 
2 


Unknown; 1 


Stable;1 


Dwelling; 2 


Dwelling; 2 


Coal and Wood 
Shed; 1 


Stable; 2 


Wood and Coal 
yard-no building. 


Callahan Livery;2 


1-Br7Fr. 


1899 Map 


Private stable; 2 


Unknown; 1 


Unknown; 2 


Stable; 3 


Dwelling; 2 


Dwelling; 2 


Shed; 1 


Stable; 2 


open lot 


Private livery; 2 


1-Br7Fr. 


1925 Map 


Bldg 

Extant 



*Auto Parking 
Space 

Note: A gas station 
was located on the 
southeast comer of 
East Huron and Oak 
Streets 


WEST SIDE OF OAK STREET BETWEEN BROADWAY AND EAST HURON ST. (S-N) 


180 Oak Street 

Dwelling;2-Br. 

182-184 Oak Street 

Rag Whse..; 4-Br. 

188 Oak Street 

Dweliing#-Br. 

190 Oak Street 

Dwe!ling;2-Br. 

192 Oak Street 

Dweiling;2-Br. 

194 Oak Street 

Dwelling;2-Br. 

198 Oak Street 

Store; 2-Fr. 

200 Oak Street 

Dwelling#-Fr. 

204Oak Street 

Dwelling;2-Fr. 

206 Oak Street 

Dwelling ;2-Fr. 

210 Oak Street 

Dwelling;2-Fr. 

214 Oak Street 

Dwelling#-Fr. 

218 Oak Street 

Dwelling#-Fr. 

220 Oak Street 

Dweiling;2-Br. 

224 Oak Street 

wood shed; 1 

230 Oak Street 

Builder's Materials, 
Carpenter’s Bench; 
2-BrJFr. 


*Saloon:5 

Dwelling# 


Dweliing;2-Br. 


Dwelling;2-Br. 


Saloon;2-Fr. 


Dwelling;2-Fr. 


Saloon;2-Fr. 


Dwelling;2-Fr. 


Dwelling;2-Fr. 


Dwelling;2-Fr. 


Dwelling;2-Fr. 


*1 story 


Livery 


Electrical Supplies/ 
Machine Shop 
(frontage on 66-70 
Broadway) 


Dwelling#-Br. 


Store;2-Br. 


*Warehouse;1-Br. 
(ca. 1923- J.E. 
Smith Sons) 


*0ectric City Box 
Co.# 
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Address 

1889 Map 

1899 Map 

1925 Map 

Bldg 

Extant 

North Side of Broadway from Washington to Oak Street (W-E) 

NEC Broadway & 
Washington Street 

Grosvenor Library; 2 

Buffalo Savings 

Bank; 2 

— 

No. 

12 Broadway 

Store; 2 

Saloon; 2 


No 

14 Broadway 

Store;2 

Store;2 


No 

16 Broadway 

Store;4 

Saloon, 414 


No 

18 Broadway 

Store; 1 

Store; 1 


No 

20 Broadway 

Store; 214 

Saloon; 2 14 

•garage 
(ca. 1910-1911) 

No 

26 Broadway 

Store; 4 

Saloon; 4 

Korsts Hotel; 4 

No 

28 Broadway 

Store;3 

Saloon; 3 

Store (A/B);3 

No 

36-40 Broadway 
(Buehl's Block) 

Store.grocery/iiquors; 

3-Br. 

Hotel Ireland, 
saloon; 4-Br. 

Store;4 

Yes 

42-44 Broadway 

Store;3 

Restaurant; 3 

Broadway Hotel 

No 

46-48 Broadway 

Foundry, Printing: 3 

Printing, Saloon; 3 

Printing, Office; 3 

No 

50 Broadway 

John Smith & Son 

Meat Chopper/ 
Machine Shop; 3-Br. 

John Smith & Son 
Meat Chopper; 3-Br. 

John e. Smith & 

Sons, Store; 3-Br. 

Yes 

56-60 Broadway 

Lesswing & Stines 
Carriage Factory, 
Repository, Bsmith, 
Wagon shop; 2-Br. 

Store: 2-Br 

Wholesale & Retail 
Wallpaper; 4 

No 

62 Broadway 

Dwelling; 2-Br. 

Dwelling; 2-Br. 

Store; 2 Br. 

No 

66 Broadway 

Rag Warehouse 

Steam laundry, 

Carpet cleaning; 

4-Br 

Electrical 
Supplies/Machine 
Shop; 4-Br. 

No 

North Side of East Mohawk Street Between Main and Ellicott Streets (W-E) 

12 -14 E. Mohawk 

Street 

Dwelling; 4 

Dwelling; 4 

Store; 3 

No 

40 E. Mohawk Street 

Dwelling; 214 -Br. 

Turkish Bath; 3 

Zenith Baths; 3 

No 

44 E. Mohawk Street 

Dwelling; 2-Br. 

46 E. Mohawk Street 

Dwelling; 3-Br. 

Dwelling; 3-Br. 

— 

No 

48 [52] E. Mohawk 

Street 

Dwelling; 2 

Dwelling; 2 

— 

No 

50 [56] E. Mohawk 

Street 

Dwelling; 2 

Dwelling; 2 

“_News Co’; 3 

No 
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Address 

1889 Map 

1899 Map 

1925 Map 

Bldg 

Extant 

South Side of East Mohawk Street Between Washington and Eliicott Streets (W*E) 

SEC of Washington 
and E. Mohawk Streets 

Liedertafel Hall, 
Concert Hall. 

Walls for Bldg.; 2 

— 

No 

43 [47]East Mohawk 
Street 

Upholstery; 2 

*The Le Roy; 4 

Fiat; 4 

Yes 

47 East Mohawk Street 

2-Br.. 

•Saloon; 4 

Store; 4 

Yes 

51 East Mohawk Street 


South Side of East Genesee Street Between Main and East Huron Streets (W-E) 

3 East Genesee Street 

. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br 

Yes 

5 East Genesee Street 

Saloon; 4-Br. 

Saloon; 4-Br. 

Store; 4-Br. 

Yes 

7 East Genesee Street 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Yes 

9 East Genesee Street 

Saloon; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Yes 

11 East Genesee Street 

Dry Goods; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3 -Br. 

No 

13 East Genesee 

Street 

Store, Music; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

No 

15 East Genesee 

Street 

Store; 3-Br. 

??; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

No 

17 East Genesee 

Street 

Store, Offices; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

No 

19 East Genesee 

Street 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

No 

5-9 East Huron Street 

French’s Block; 5-Br. 

French’s Block, 
Furniture 

Warehouse; 5-Br. 

Store & Storage; 6 

No 

South Side of East Huron Street Between Genesee and Oak Streets (W-E) 

17 East Huron Street 

Store; 3-Br. 

— 

— 

No 

19 East Huron Street 

Store; 3-Br 

Store; 3-Br 

Store; 3-Br. 

No 

21 East Huron Street 

Chinese Laundry, 
Brewer's Supplies; 

3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 2-Br. 

No 

23 East Huron Street 

Store; 3 

Store; 3 

-Lande Bldg.” 

(ca. 1919) 

Yes, 

ca.1919 

bldg. 

25 East Huron Street 

Store; 3 

Store; 3 

27 East Huron Street 

Dwelling; 2 

Dwelling; 3 

31 East Huron Street 

Store; 2-BrJFr. 

(Coffin Fact/Whse.) 

Store; 2 

Store;2 

No 
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Address 

1889 Map 

1899 Map 

1925 Map 

Bldg 

Extant 

33 East Huron Street 

Printing; 2- 

Store; 3 


No 

35-39 East Huron 

Street 

Springfels & Weil 

Plush Case Factory; 
3-Br. 

Office, saloon; 

3-Br. 

Stores;3-Br. 

No 

53 East Huron Street 

Dwelling # 'A -Fr. 

Dwelling;2-Fr. 

— 

No 

55 East Huron Street 

Dwelling# -Fr. 

Dwelling#-Fr. 

— 

No 

57 East Huron Street 

Dwe!ling;2-Fr. 

Dweliing;2-Fr. 

— 

No 

59 East Huron Street 

Dwelling# -Fr. 

Store#-Fr. 

— 

No 

63 East Huron Street 

Dwelling, Livery; 

2-Br. 

Private Livery 

— 

No 

67 East Huron Street 

Dwelling# -Fr. 

Dwelling#-Fr.-Br. 

— 

No 

69 East Huron Street 

Dwelling#-Br. 

Dwelling #-Br. 

— 

No 

71 East Huron Street 

Dwelling# -Br. 

Dwelling #-Br. 

— 

No 

73 East Huron Street _ 

Dwelling# -Br. 

Dwel!ing;2-Br. 

— 

No 

75 East Huron Street 

Dwelling# -Br. 

Dwelling#-Br. 

— 

No 


Key for Historic Map Analysis Tables 

1-10 Number of stories of building 
Br. Brick construction 

Fr. Frame construction 

— Does not appear on map 

• New structure at same location 

Whse. Warehouse 

unk. Unknown 

Note: Stores and saloons usually occupied first floor. 


2.3.4.2 Existing Buffalo Convention Center Site (Site B). During the mid-to late 
nineteenth century, the existing Buffalo Convention Center Site shared a similar 
building stock as the Mohawk Site with a mix of vernacular commercial buildings and 
dwellings. However, buildings constructed on Site B in the early twentieth century were 
distinguished from those of the Mohawk Site by virtue of their location and use. This 
section of the city became the retail shopping district due to its immediate proximity to 
the offices of the financial and government districts of the city. Large department stores 
such as Hens and Kelly, L.L. Berger, and Edward’s replaced smaller commercial 
buildings on the west side of Main Street. These multi-storied retail houses extended 
their operations with either additional frontage or ancillary storage warehouses on Pearl 
Street. 
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Table 3 provides a summary of the types of buildings and businesses identified 
on the Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps from 1889 to 1925 on the existing Buffalo 
Convention Site. The table begins with the west side of Main Street (from south to 
north) and then lists the primary south-north thoroughfares in the Existing Buffalo 
Convention Site west to Franklin Street. All properties appear on the chart in ascending 
street address order. East-west thoroughfares are listed as follows: Court Street, West 
Mohawk Place and West Genesee Street. 
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Table 3 Historic Map Analysis of Sanborn Maps for the Existing Convention 

Center Site (Site B). 


Address 

1889 Map 

1899 Map 

1925 Map 

Bldg. 

Extant 

West Side of Main Street Between Court West Mohawk Streets (S-N) 

436-438 Main Street 

Tailor and Barber, 
Offices, Historical 
Society, Bank, 

Masonic Hail; 3- 

Western Savings 

Bank Building; 3 

Western Savings 
Bank Building; 3 

No 

440 Main Street 

Bank, Office; 4-Br. 

Store; 4-Br. 

unk.;4 

No 

m 

Store; 4-Br. 

Store; 4-Br. 

— 

No 

444 Main Street 

Store; 4-Br. 

Store; 4-Br. 

F.W. Woolworth 

Co.- 

No 

448 Main Street 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 4-Br. 

450 Main Street 

Confectionary; 3 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

No? 

452 Main Street 

Store; 3 

Store; 3-Br. 

Department Store;3 

No 

454 Main Street 

Store, cigar factory; 3 

Store; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

No 

458 Main Street 

Store, photo gallery; 3 

Store; 3-Br. 

Drugs; 4-Br. 

No 

460-466 Main Street 

Store, Furniture/ 
Carpets/Wallpaper; 

5-Br. 

HA Meldrum Co. 

Dry Goods; 5-Br. 

Edwards 

Department Store; 
5-Br. 

No, 

renov. 

for 

mall in 
1985 

468-470 Main Street 

Wholesale groceries; 

3 

Store; 5 

— 

No 

472 Main Street 

Upholstery; 4-Br. 

Store; 4-Br. 

<ca. 1892) 

Hens & Kelly, 
warehouse; 4-Br. 

Yes 

474 Main Street 

Store, vacant offices; 
4-Br. 

476 Main Street 

Store, vacant offices 

Store; 4-Br. 

478 Main Street 

‘Miller Block” 

stores with offices and 
dwellings above; 4 

Hens & Kelly 

Drygoods; Br 

*ca. 1925, Hens & 
Kelly Dept Store; 
steel frame 

Yes 

480 Main Street 

482 Main Street 

484 Main Street 

Miller Block; 4-Br. 

486 Main Street 

488 Main Street 

East Side of Peari Street from Court Street to West Mohawk 

253 Pearl Street 

Dwelling, Stable; 2-Br. 

•Store; 6 

— 

No 

255 Pearl Street 

Dwelling; 3-Br. 

Store;4 

F.W. Woolworth Co. 

Yes 
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Address 


257 Pearl Street 


259 Pearl Street 


261 Pearl Street 


263 Pearl Street 


265 Pearl Street 


269 Pearl Street 


271-273 Pearl Street 


1889 Map 


Dwelling; 3 


Stable; 2 


Dwelling; 2 


Dwelling; 2 


Department 
store/Fumiture, 
carpets; 4-Br. 


1899 Map 


Store; 4 

(possibly Printing) 


•Store; 4-Br. 
(ca. 1890) 


1925 Map 


Bldg. 

Extant 


Dwelling; 2 


HA Meld rum Co, 
Dry Goods 


275-277 Pearl Street Wholesale groceries;4 Unk.;4 



279 Peart Street 


281 Pearl Street 


283 Pearl Street 


285 Pearl Street 


287 Pearl Street 


291 Pearl Street 


293 Pearl Street 


Dwelling; 2-Br. 


Dwelling; 2-Br. 


Dwelling; 4-Br. 


Dwelling; 4-Br. 


Dwelling; 4-Br. 


Dwelling; 4-Br. 


"Plate glass ??* 


Dwelling; 3 


Dwelling; 2 


Dwelling; 4 


Office; 4 


Unk.; 4 


Store; 4 


loft; 8 
*ca. 1905 


Edwards 

Department Store 


•Hens & Kelly 
warehouse 


ca. 1925; 6 


West Side of Pearl Street Between Court and West Mohawk Streets (S-f 


256 Pearl Street 


258 Pearl Street 


260 Pearl Street 


264 Peart Street 


266 Pearl Street 


270 Peart Street 


272 Pearl Street 


276 Peart Street 


278 Pearl Street 


280 Pearl Street 


Dwelling; 2 YrBr. 


Dwelling; 3-Br. 


Dwelling; 3-Br. 


Dwelling; 3-Br. 


Dwelling; 2 -Br. 


Dwelling; 2-Br. 


Dwelling; 2-Br. 


Store; 3-Br. 


Dwelling; 2-Br. 


•Store; 3 
The Majestic' 


•Store; 3 
The Majestic’ 


•Store; 3 
The Majestic 


Dwelling; 3-Br. 


Wholesale groc.; 5 


Office; 2-Br. 


Barnes Hotel; 3-Br. 


Unknown-Br. 



Store; 3 


Store; 3 


Store; 3 


Mfg. Opticians; 3-Br. 


E.W. Edwards & 
Son 

Department Store 
(Tunnel under street 
at #266) 








Printing; 2-Br. 
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Address 

1889 Map 

1899 Map 

1925 Map 

Bldg. 

Extant 

SEC Pear) & Genesee 
Streets 

Levi Opera under 
construction 

Star Theatre 

. 

•Note: in 1926, 
from 272 Pearl 
north to 

Genessee/Mohawk, 
was the Distr. 
Director-lntenral 
Revnue Offices; 2- 
steel frame 

No 

East Side of Franklin Street Between Court and West Genesee Streets (S-N) 

145 Franklin Street 

[Dwelling; 3-Br. 

Unknown; 3-Br. 

Store; 3-Br. 

No 

147 Franklin Street 

Dwelling; 214 -Br. 

Dwelling; 214 -Br. 

Store; 2-Br. 

No 

149 Franklin Street 

Dwelling; 214 -Br. 

Dwelling; 214 -Br. 

E.W. Edwards & 

Son Furniture 

No 

155 Franklin Street 

Dwelling; 214 -Br. 

Dwelling; 214 Br. 

157 Franklin Street 

Dwelling; 3-Fr. 

Dwelling; 3-Fr. 

Lockwood Building 

No 

159 Franklin Street 

Dwelling; 3- Br. 

Dwelling; 3-Br. 

— 

No 

North Side of Court Street Between Pearl and Franklin Streets (E-W) 

31-35 Court Street 

Davis & Brown 

Tobacco Whse.;5-Br. 
Warehouse 

•Builder’s Exchange; 

7 

Andrew's Building;7 

NO 

35 Court Street 

37-39 Court Street 

Tucker Building, photo 
supplies; 

Hotel Buffalo, Tucker 
Building; 7 

Vacant; 7 

No 

41 Court Street 

Stable;2 

Store; 1 

•Walbridge Building 
(ca. 1924); 11-steel 
frame 

Yes 

49 Court Street 

Restaurant; 1 

51 Court Street 

Store; 1 

South Side of West Mohawk Street Between Main and Pearl Streets (E-W) 

8 West Mohawk St 

vacant; 3-Br. 

Part of Hens and 

Kelly; 4 

•Hens & Kelly (ca. 
1925) 

Yes 

10-16 West Mohawk St 

under construction 

20 West Mohawk St 

side of 291 Pearl 

Street 

Store 

22 West Mohawk St 

side of 291 Pearl 

Street 

Store 

North Side of West Mohawk Street Between Main and Pearl Streets (E-W) 

7-11 West Mohawk St. 

Mechanics lnstititue;4 

Stores; 4 

Store;4 


13-23 West Mohawk St 

YMCA Building ;4 

Stores; 5 

YWCA Building;5 

No 

South Side of West Genesee Street Between Main and Franklin Streets (E-W) 

58 Genesee Street 

Saloon; 4 
part of Levi Flats 

‘Box Office Entrance 

— 

No 
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Address 

1889 Map 

1899 Map 

1925 Map 

Bldg. 

Extant 

60 Genesee Street 

r 

Levi Flats, vacant; 5 

Saloon; 5 


No 

62 Genesee Street 

Levi Flats, Electric 
supplies; 4-Br. 



No 

64 Genesee Street 

Levi Flats; 4-Br. 

Store; 5-Br. 

— 

No 

68 Genesee Street 

Store; 5-Br. 

Store; 5-Br 

— 

No 

70-72 Genesee Street 

Store; 2-Br. 

Store; 2-Br. 

— 

No 

76 Genesee Street 

Dwelling; 2 'A 

Dwelling; 2!4 

‘Lockwood Building’ 

No 


Key for Historic Map Analysis Tables 

1-10 Number of stories of building 
Br. Brick construction 
Fr. Frame construction 
— Does not appear on map 

• New structure at same location 
Whse. Warehouse 
unk. Unknown 

Note: Stores and saloons usually occupied first floor. 

2.3.4.3 Waterfront Site (Site C). The Waterfront Site is located in Buffalo’s 
industrial First Ward, south of the city’s central business district. Prior to the rise of 
major industry in this section of the city, the Waterfront Site was mostly residential with 
brick and frame dwellings occupied by the Italian and Irish immigrants. Late nineteenth 
century Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps of the site show a densely populated residential 
area with stores and a school surrounded by a few manufacturing complexes. 
Constructed in 1851, School House No. 3 occupied a large lot on the north side of 
Perry Street, near Illinois Street. As the nineteenth century progressed, stove works, 
boiler shops and other manufacturers crowded the upper part of the First Ward. By 
1894 the schoolhouse was the second oldest then in use in Buffalo. The school closed 
in 1922 when a new School No. 3 was built on the Terrace near West Genesee Street. 

Several large manufacturing plants were located on the Waterfront Site. Farrar 
and Trefts Iron Works and the Schoellkopf & Company Leather Manufacturing were the 
first large-scale operations on the site. Located on the north side of Perry Street 
between Burwell Place and Illinois Street, Farrar & Trafts had additional facilities on the 
south side of Perry Street. By the early twentieth century the Lehigh Valley Railroad 
constructed a freight shed and railroad yard on the Waterfront Site. 
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None of the Waterfront Site structures documented on the Sanborn maps (1889- 
1925) are extant. The area currently consists of asphalt parking lot. Table 4 
inventories the historic land use of the site. The chart lists properties on the south side 
of Perry Street and then those on the south side of Scott Street from west to east in 
ascending street address order. These are followed by south-north streets (from west 
to east): Beaver Street, Burwell Place, Illinois Street, Mississippi Street. Properties 
formerly located along the Clark & Skinner’s Canal, the eastern boundary of the 
Waterfront Site, are also included. 
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Table 4 Historic Map Analysis of Sanborn Maps for the Waterfront Site (Site C 

Address 

1889 Map 

1899 Map 

1925 Map 

Bldg. 

Extant 

North Side of Perry Street Between Beaver Street and Burwell Place (W-E) 

42 Perry Street 

Dwelling; 214- Br 

Dwelling; 3-Br. 

•Lehigh Valley RR 
Terminal Freight Yard 

No 

44 Perry Street 

Dwelling; 214- Br 

Dwelling; 3-Br. 

46 Perry Street 

Sheridan and ??, 
Wooden and 

Willow ware; 3 

Empire Broom Works; 
3-Br. 

48 Perry Street 

unknown; 3-Br. 

50 Peny Street 

Store; 3-Br. 

unknown; 3-Br. 

North Side of Perry Street Between Burweli Place and Illinois Street (W-E) 

54 Peny Street 

Farrar and Trefts 

Iron Works 

Fanar& Trefts Iron 
Works 

•Lehigh Valley RR 
Terminal Freight Yard 

No 

60 Perry Street 

66 Perry Street 

North Side of Perry Street Between Illinois and Mississippi Streets (W-E) 

76 Peny Street 

Store; 3-Br. 

Vacant; 3-Br. 

Vacant; 3-Br. 

No 

78 Perry Street 

Store; 1 14 -Br. 

- 

- 

No 

80 Perry Street 

Public School N a 3; 
3-Br. 

Public School N a 3; 

3-Br. 


No 

82 Perry Street 

84 Perry Street 

86 Peny Street 

88 Perry Street 

90 Perry Street 

Dwelling; 1-Fr. 

Dwelling; 1-Fr. 

Store; 1-Fr. 

No 

92 Perry Street 

Dwelling; 2-Br. 

Saloon; 2-Br. 

Store; 2-Br. 

No 

94 Peny Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

No 

96 Peny Street 

Store; 2-Fr. 

Saloon; 2-Fr. 

Restaurant; 2-Br. 

No 

North Side of Perry Street Between Mississippi and Baltimore (Orig [1891] Liberty Street) (W-E) 

104 Perry Street 

Store, Tenements; 
2-Br. 

'Schoellkopf & Co. - 
Sheepskin Leather 

Mfg., Niagara Screen 

Co.,Queen City Engine 
Co.,_&_of Skins; 2 

Schoellkopf & Co., 
Leather Tanning, Office 
& Shipping 1 st , Skin 

Stge & Sorting 2,3,4 & 

5 m , Dry Room 5 & 7* 

No 

106 Perry Street 

Store, Tenements; 
2-Br. 

108 Perry Street 

Tenements; 2-Br. 

126 Perry Street 

Storage; 1-Fr. 
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Address 

1889 Map 

1899 Map 

1925 Map 

Bldg. 

Extant 

South Side of Scott Street Between Beaver Street and Burwell Place (W-E) 

41 Scott Street 

Store;2 

Saloon; 2% 

•Lehigh Valley R.R. 
Freight Shed; 1-Br. 

No 

43 Scott Street 

Dwelling; 2 

Dwelling; 2!4 

45 Scott Street 

Dwelling; 2 

Dwelling; 2% 

47 Scott Street 

Dwelling; 2 

Dwelling; 2!4 

49 Scott Street 

Dwelling; 2 

Dwelling 2'A 

51 Scott Street 

[open] 

unknown.; 1 

South Side of Scott Street Between Burwell Place and Illinois Street 

53 Scott Street 

Store; 2-Fr. 

Store; 2-Fr. 

•Lehigh Valley R.R. 
Freight Shed; 1-Br. 

/ 

No 

55 Scott Street 

Store; 2-Fr. 

Store;2-Fr. 

57 Scott Street 

Store; 1-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

61 Scott Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

— 

63 Scott Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Store; 2-Fr. 

65 Scott Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

67 Scott Street 

Store; 2-Fr. 

Store; 2-Fr. 

South Side of Scott Street Between Illinois Street and Mississippi Street (W-E) 

73 Scott Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

•Buffalo Scale Co; 3 

•Lehigh Valley R.R. 
Freight Station 

No 

75 Scott Street 

Store; 2-Fr. 

77 Scott Street 

Store; 2-Fr. 

79 Scott Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

81 Scott Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

83 Scott Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

87 Scott Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

89 Scott Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

91 Scott Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

93 Scott Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

South Side of Scott Street Between Mississippi Street & Baltimore (Orig [1891] Liberty) Street (W-E) 

103 Scott Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

•Fish Ware Ho. 

•Lehigh Valley Railroad 
tracks 

No 

107 Scott Street 

Store; 2-Fr. 

109 Scott Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

111 Scott Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr, 
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Address 

1889 Map 

1899 Map 

1925 Map 

Bldg. 

Extant 

113 Scott Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 



115 Scott Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

•Lehigh Valley Railroad 
tracks 

No 

117 Scott Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

119 Scott Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

East Side of Beaver Street Between Perry Street and Scott Street (S-N) 

6 Beaver Street 

Dwelling; 2 

Vacant; 214 

•Lehigh Valley Railroad 
Freight Shed 

No 

Beaver Street 

Buffalo Last Works 

Store Ho.; 2J4 

Beaver Street 

Dwelling; 1 

32 Beaver Street 

Store; 2-Fr. 

Store; 2-Fr. 

34 Beaver Street 

Store; 2-BrJFr. 

Store; 2-BriFr. 

Beaver Street 

Shed;1 

Shed; 1 

Beaver Street 

[side of 20 Burwell 
Place] 

Stable; VA 

West Side of Burwell Place Between Perry Street and Scott Street (S-N) 


[side of 50 Perry] 

[side of 50 Perry 

•Lehigh Valley R.R. 
Terminal Freight Yard 

No 


Buffalo Lasts 

Works 

Buffalo Last Co. 

16 Burwell Place 

Dwelling; 1-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

18 Burwell Place 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

20 Burwell Place 


Store; 2-Fr. 

22 Burwell Place 

Tenement; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

24 Burwell Place 

Stable; 1 

Iron"_' House; 1 

28 Burwell Place 

Dwelling; 2 Yt -Fr 

Dwelling; 214-Fr. 

32 Burwell Place 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

36 Burwell Place 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Saloon; 2-Fr. 

38 Burwell Place 

Store; 2-Fr. 

Saloon; 2-Fr. 

40 Burwell Place 

Tenements; 2-Fr. 

[side of 51 Scott] 

East Side of Burwell Place Between Perry Street and Scott Street i 

S-N) 

- 

Farrar and Trefts 

Iron Works 

Farrar and Trefts 

Iron Works 

•Lehigh Valley R.R. 
Terminal Freight Yard 

No 

33 Burwell Place 

Dwelling; 2-Fr.. 

Dwelling; 3-Fr. 

35 Burwell Place 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Store; 3-Fr. 

37 Burwell Place 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 
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Address 

1889 Map 

1899 Map 

1925 Map 

Bldg. 

Extant 

39 Burwell Place 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2 



[to comer] 

[53 Scott] 

[53 Scott] 

•Lehigh Valley R.R. 
Freight Shed 

No 

West Side of Illinois Street Between Perry Street and Scott Street. 

[S-N) 

[no#] 

[side of foundry at 

66 Perry] 

[side of foundry at 66 
Perry] 

•Lehigh Valley R.R. 
Terminal Freight Yard 

L 

No 

[no#] 

Farrar andTreffts 
Iron Works 

'Rattlers*; 1 

[no#] 

Storage 

120 Illinois Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2Mt-Fr. 

122 Illinois Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2VS-Fr. 

126 Illinois Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 


128 Illinois Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 214-Fr. 

130 Illinois Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

132 Illinois Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Store; 2-Fr. 

[to comer] 

[side of 67 Scott] 

[side of 67 Scott] 

East Side of Illinois Street Between Perry Street and Scott Street (S-N) 

[from comer] 

[side of store; 2 at 

70 Perry] 

[side of factory; 3 at 70 
Perry] 

[side of Vacant; 3 at 70 
Perry] 

No 

99 Illinois Street 

Dwelling; 2-Br. 

Dwelling; 2-Br. 

Dwelling; 2-Br. 

No 

101 Illinois Street 

Dwelling; 2-Br. 

Dwelling; 2-Br. 

Dwelling; 2-Br. 

No 

103 Illinois Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

No 

105 Illinois Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

No 

107 Illinois Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

"Pile of Tan Bark" 

•Lehigh Valley Railroad 
tracks 

No 

109 Illinois Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

113 Illinois Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Blacksmith; 3-Fr. 

115 Illinois Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

Storage; 3 

117 Illinois Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

121 Illinois Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

123 Illinois Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

127 Illinois Street 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

[to comer] 

[side of 77 Scott] 

[side of Buffalo Scale 

Co.] 

[side of Lehigh Valley 
R.R. Freight Station] 

No 
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Address 

1889 Map 

1899 Map 

1925 Map 

Bldg. 

Extant 

West Side of Mississippi Street Between Perry Street and Scott Street (S-N) 

96 Mississippi St. 

Store; 2-Fr. 

Dwelling; 2-fr. 

junk storage; 1 

No 

96% Mississippi St 

— 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

office; 1 

No 

100 Mississippi St 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

— 

•Lehigh Valley 

Railroad's Terminal 
Freight Yard and and 
Freight Station 

No 

104 Mississippi St 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

— 

106 Mississippi St. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

‘Buffalo Scale Co. 

108 Mississippi St. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

110 Mississippi St 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

112 Mississippi St 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

116 Mississippi St 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

118 Mississippi St. 

Dwelling; 2-Fr. 

East Side of Mississippi Street Between Perry Street and Scott Street (S-N) 

83-87 Mississippi 

St 

[side of Store, 
Tenements; 2] 

[side of Niagara Screen 
Co. and Queen City 
Engine Co.] 

Schoellkopf & Co., 
Leather Tanning 

No 

91 Mississippi St 

Store; 2-Fr. 

•Schoellkopf & Co. 
Sheepskin Leather Mfg. 

[no#] 

Mississippi Street 

Blacksmith, "Boat 
Building”; 1 

no#] 

Mississippi Street 

Schoellkopf & Co., 
Sheepskin Tannery 
& Lining MFY.; 6- 
Br. 


West Side of Clark and Skinner's Canal Between Perry Street and Scott Street (S-N) 


NWCof Perry 
Street and Clark & 
Skinner’s Canal 


Storage; 1 


[side of Niagara Screen 
Co. and Queen City 
Engine Co.] 


no# 


inlet and Dry Dock, *Schoellkopf & Co. 
Clark & Skinner’s Sheepskin Leather Mfg. 
Canal 


no# 


Schoellkopf & Co., 
Sheepskin Tannery 
and Lining MR'.; 5 


Schoellkopf & Co., 
Leather Tanning 


No 


Clark and 
Skinner’s Canal 
Between Perry & 
Scott Sts. and 
Mississippi & 
Columbia Sts. 


Clark and 
Skinner’s Canal 


Clark and Skinner’s 
Canal 
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Key for Historic Map Analysis Tables 

1-10 Number of stories of building 
Br. Brick construction 

Fr. Frame construction 

— Does not appear on map 

• New structure at same location 

Whse. Warehouse 

unk. Unknown 

Note: Stores and saloons usually occupied first floor. 
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3.0 Cultural Resources Investigation: Archaeology 

3.1 METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of the survey was to identify previously recorded cultural resources 
and determine the potential for locating unrecorded cultural resources within or 
adjacent to the proposed alternative sites. If cultural resources are present, then an 
assessment is made to determine the potential effect on them by the proposed 
construction. The archaeological cultural resources investigation included archival, 
documentary, and historic map research, a site visit and walkover reconnaissance, site 
file and literature searches, prehistoric and historic background research, a review of 
National and State Registers of Historic Places, cultural resource sensitivity and past 
disturbance evaluation at each of the alternative sites. 


3.2 RESULTS AND SENSITIVITY ASSESSMENT 

The results of the archival and documentary research, site file check of known 
cultural resources, and cartographic research has been presented in the previous 
section (Section 2.3). The following results are based on this research. Section 2.3 
should be consulted for a detailed discussion of these results. 

The general vicinity within and around the City of Buffalo was occupied during 
prehistoric times. However, little evidence of prehistoric sites remains within the city 
due to almost 200 years of construction and urban development. The extensive 
disturbance and earth movement has largely destroyed any potential for locating intact 
prehistoric resources. Subsequent commercial and industrial activities, including 
construction of the infrastructure, have resulted in severe and extensive disturbance of 
all three proposed alternative sites. Based on this extensive prior disturbance, the 
prehistoric sensitivity and the probability of discovering intact prehistoric cultural 
resources at Sites A, B, or C is very low. 

The historic archaeological sensitivity of each site is discussed below. 

3.2.1 Mohawk Site (Site A). As previously discussed, the Mohawk Site has been 
densely occupied by commercial and residential structures since the mid-nineteenth 
century. The Mohawk Site has a high potential for historic archaeological sensitivity in 
locations where buildings have been removed. For the most part, nineteenth-century 
structures were replaced by the construction of larger commercial buildings in the eariy- 
to-mid twentieth century. However, the area between Eliicott and Oak streets once 
contained dense blocks of brick and/or frame dwellings. Historic map analysis of this 
area concluded that there are few less disturbed locations where the possibility for 
encountering mid-nineteenth century dwellings is high. One location is in the northeast 
comer of the Mohawk Site, which is presently a parking lot. 
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The 1986 Sanborn Map of the Mohawk Site (A) generally reflects the present land 
use at this location (see Figures 10,11 and 12). Asphalt parking areas have replaced 
a number of the site’s historic building stock. 

In general, there is a high likelihood that buried cultural deposits may be present 
at various locations throughout the site. Based on the archival and cartographic 
research, we have determined that the Mohawk Site A has a high to moderate 
probability of containing buried historic deposits throughout the property. Phase IB 
subsurface investigations are recommended at the site before any earth movement or 
construction is initiated. 

3.2.2 Existing Convention Center Site (Site B). The 1986 Sanborn Map shows 
the existing Buffalo Convention Center, which occupies more than half of Site B (see 
Figure 13). Earlier structures within the footprint of the structure were demolished 
during construction of the present facility (ca. 1978). The extent of disturbance to 
historic resources in this area is significant. In general, the historic archaeological 
sensitivity is low for the existing convention center site since the construction of the 
‘existing structure probably destroyed any remains of structures once present at the 
current convention center site. The portion of the site located east of Pearl Street has 
or once had structures on it. This area is historically sensitive and Phase IB testing is 
recommended in locations were previous structures existed. In addition, plank and log 
road remains have been discovered below the current street surfaces in Buffalo (Keller 
et al. 1981; HAA 2000). If road construction or excavations are associated with this 
alternative site, the possibility of uncovering remains of a log road should be 
investigated before construction is these areas is initiated. The sensitivity of the 
complete site is low (location of existing convention center) to moderate (location of site 
east of Pearl Street). 

3.2.3 Waterfront Site (Site C). As previously discussed, prior to the rise of major 
industry in this section of the city, the Waterfront Site was mostly residential with brick 
and frame dwellings occupied by the Italian and Irish immigrants, a school house, 
stores, and manufacturing complexes. None of the Waterfront Site structures 
documented on the Sanborn maps (1889-1925) are extant (see Figure 14). The area 
currently consists of an asphalt parking lot. The site was densely occupied during the 
19 th and early 20* centuries. Although the structures were demolished, the potential 
for the existence of buried deposits is high. It is unlikely that construction of the parking 
lot seriously impacted all previously existing buried historic resources at the site. Based 
on archival and map research, and general impacts associated with parking lot 
construction, the Waterfront Site (C) has a high potential for archaeological sensitivity. 
A Phase IB investigation is recommended throughout the property before any earth 
movement or construction is initiated. 

1 ' 
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3.3 RECOMMENDATIONS 


The following recommendations for Phase IB testing at the proposed alternative 
sites assume that a preferred site is chosen first. A general plan has been proposed 
in the report. Once a site is chosen, a specific plan will be prepared including the 
specific characteristics of that site. While it is more cost-effective to select a preferred 
site and conduct the Phase IB survey, there is no limit on the number of sites that can 
be tested. This may, in fact, be necessary if impact to cultural resources is a factor in 
the selection process. In some cases, multiple sites may be tested to determine the 
least historically sensitive alternative. Nevertheless, we recommend that Phase IB 
testing be implemented after site selection, if practical, due to the cost and 
destructiveness of the necessary mechanical testing. 

Phase IB level of reconnaissance is aimed at determining if any cultural resources 
are present at the proposed location and, if present, to make a preliminary assessment 
of the type, integrity, and potential historic significance of the cultural resource. If the 
cultural deposit is determined to have integrity and historic significance, then a Phase 
II investigation is recommended to determine the resource’s eligibility for inclusion in 
the National and State Registers of Historic Places. If the resource is not eligible and 
the NYSHPO concurs, then no additional investigations are required. However, if an 
eligible resource will be impacted by the proposed project, then a Phase III data 
recovery investigation will likely be recommended to mitigate the site. Avoidance is 
also an option if redesign is practical. 

In addition, we recommend that all final Phase IB level-of-effort testing 
requirements, and any subsequent testing phases, be made in consultation with 
NYSOPRHP before implementation. 

Prehistoric Resources. The extensive prior disturbance and urban development 
activities at these sites (A, B, and C) has largely destroyed any potential for locating 
intact prehistoric resources. Based on this extensive prior disturbance, the prehistoric 
sensitivity and the probability of discovering intact prehistoric cultural resources at Sites 
A, B, or C is very low. Therefore, no specific plan is recommend to identify 
undiscovered prehistoric sites at Sites A, B, or C. The investigation recommended for 
identifying potentially buried historic period deposits will be more than adequate to 
identify any prehistoric site deposits. 

Historic Resources. A discussion of historic archaeological sensitivity and 
additional Phase IB testing requirements for each site follows. As appropriate, 
mechanical testing will be required at each site due to the urban setting. A backhoe will 
be required to remove enough overburden to reach any potential deposits that may be 
buried six to ten feet below the present ground surface. All safety laws and regulations 
should be implemented during subsurface excavations. 
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Mohawk Site (A). In summary, there is a high to moderate likelihood that buried 
historic cultural deposits are present at various locations throughout the Mohawk Site 
(A). These resources may consist of structural remains and associated features of 
residential and commercial buildings, and historic middens and associated artifacts. 
Phase IB subsurface investigations are recommended at the site before any earth 
movement or construction is initiated. 

As noted, mechanical testing will be required to remove the overburden and 
asphalt surfaces at the Mohawk Site (A). We recommend a series of backhoe trenches 
and a number of pits (e.g., 2-m by 2-m, or 4-m by 4-m) to determine if any intact 
deposits are present at the site. Any existing information, such as soil boring logs and 
previous trenching data (e.g., utility placement, repair) at the site also should be 
consulted. We also recommend trenches be placed in areas of previous foundation 
locations. The trench width and length will vary depending on site conditions. In 
general, they will be two to four meters wide and three to ten meters long. 

Existing Buffalo Convention Center (B). The existing Buffalo Convention Center 
occupies more than half of Site B. As noted above, previous structures within the 
footprint of the structure were demolished during construction of the present facility (ca. 
1978). The extent of disturbance to historic resources in this area is significant as a 
result of construction of the existing convention center. No additional Phase IB testing 
is recommended within the existing convention center location west of Pearl Street at 
Site B. 

The portion of Site B east of Pearl Street once contained historic period structures. 
This area is historically sensitive and Phase IB testing is recommended in locations 
where previous structures existed. As noted, mechanical testing will be required to 
remove the overburden and asphalt surfaces. We recommend a series of backhoe 
trenches and a number of pits (e.g., 2-m by 2-m, or 4-m by 4-m) to determine if any 
intact deposits are present at the site, /yiy existing information, such as soil boring logs 
and previous data on trenching (e.g., utility placement, repair) at the site also should 
be consulted. The trench width and length will vary depending on site conditions. In 
general, they will be two to four meters wide and three to ten meters long. 

In addition, testing should be conducted to locate potential plank and log road 
remains if impacts to the street go beyond approximately three feet in depth. If road 
construction or excavations are associated with this alternative site, the possibility of 
uncovering remains of a log road should be investigated before construction in these 
areas is initiated. In this area, we recommend a series of backhoe trenches and a 
number of pits (e.g., 2-m by 2-m, or 4-m by 4-m) to determine if any intact deposits are 
present under the street. A limited number of pits can be placed throughout the street 
location below the road surface to an approximate depth of six to eight feet or until 
natural soils are encountered. If traffic management permits, trenches can be placed 
perpendicular across the street at similar depths to determine if any cultural deposits 
are present. 
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The sensitivity of the complete site is low (location of existing convention center) 
to moderate (location of site east of Pearl Street). 

Waterfront Site (Site C). As previously discussed, none of the Waterfront Site 
structures documented on the Sanborn maps (1889-1925) are extant. The area 
currently consists of an asphalt parking lot. Although the structures were demolished, 
the potential that buried deposits exist are high. It is unlikely that construction of the 
parking lot seriously impacted all previously existing buried historic resources at the 
site. Based on the archival and map research, and general impacts associated with 
parking lot construction, the Waterfront Site (C) has a high potential for archaeological 
sensitivity. A Phase IB investigation is recommended throughout the property before 
any earth movement or construction is initiated. 

A Phase IB testing strategy similar to that outlined for Site B is proposed for the 
Waterfront Site. Mechanical testing will be required to remove the asphalt surfaces 
and the overburden. We recommend a series of backhoe trenches and a number of 
pits (e.g., 2-m by 2-m, or 4-m by 4-m) to determine if any intact deposits are present 
at the site. Any existing information, such as soil boring logs and previous data on 
trenching (e.g., utility placement, repair) data at the site also should be consulted. We 
further recommend trenches be placed in areas of previous foundation locations. The 
trench width and length will vary depending on site conditions. In general, they will be 
two to four meters wide and three to ten meters long. 

Summary. Archival, map, and documentary research indicates that all three 
alternatives have some historic sensitivity. The least sensitive site is the existing 
Convention Center Site (B) because the existing convention center covers over half the 
property. Phase IB testing is only recommended on the portion of the site located on 
the east side of Pearl Street. Both the Mohawk Site (A) and the Waterfront Site (C) 
have potential for locating buried historic deposits. The Mohawk Site has moderate to 
high sensitivity because a portion of the site contains standing structures which will not 
require archaeological investigation. The Waterfront Site is designated as high 
sensitivity for locating buried historic resources because there are no areas that can be 
eliminated from investigation. The probability of locating buried deposits in open areas 
without current structures at each proposed alternative site is approximately the same. 
However, the level of archaeological investigation at each site will be contingent on the 
amount of open available space: the existing Convention Center Site B requiring the 
least amount of Phase IB subsurface testing and the Waterfront Site C requiring the 
most. 
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4.0 Architectural Reconnaissance and Inventory 

4.1 METHODOLOGY 

Panamerican Consultants, Inc. conducted a Phase IA reconnaissance level 
architectural survey for the proposed new Buffalo Convention Center sites to identify 
properties and/or historic districts that might be eligible for listing on the State and 
National Registers of Historic Places. Since a final location has not been selected for 
the proposed new Buffalo Convention Center, the architectural reconnaissance was 
limited to identification and documentation. This initial survey focused on the exteriors 
of structures and involved photo-documentation of all structures, as well as, general 
streetscapes and viewsheds of the proposed locations. Basic data gathered for each 
structure included location, function, and age of construction. Other pertinent 
information collected in the field focused on building materials, architectural features 
and details, visible exterior modifications, integrity, associated outbuildings and 
landscape features. 

A check of the files of the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 
Preservation (NYS OPRHP) identified National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 
Listed/Eligible properties and previously inventoried properties within and/or adjacent 
to the three proposed locations for the new Buffalo Convention Center. In addition to 
the site file check, Ms. Claire Ross of the Field Services Bureau of the New York State 
Historic Preservation Office (NY SHPO) supplied additional information and comments 
regarding resources within and or adjacent to the proposed locations for the new 
convention center. Ms. Ross accompanied Ms. Longiaru for a tour of the proposed 
convention center locations on June 1, 2001. 

Mr. Gregory Bemas, Assistant Environmental Coordinator, Division of Planning, 
Department of Community Development, City of Buffalo, also was contacted. Relevant 
NYS OPRHP Building/Structure Inventory Forms, previous studies and maps were 
reviewed at the Buffalo Division of Planning Office. The Buffalo Division of Planning 
developed a color-coding scheme in the Iate1970s, based on criteria developed by the 
NYS ORPHP, which classified the city’s building stock by historic value. The results 
were later compiled in a directory on file at the Buffalo Division of Planning Office. 
Though dated, the designation of historic value for buildings within the proposed 
convention center locations supplemented the present architectural inventory and 
NRHP eligibility assessments. 

The NYS OPRHP Building/Structure Inventory Forms were invaluable to the study 
for they provided photographs of many of the properties as they appeared when the 
forms were completed some 20 years ago. These photographs document the condition 
and integrity of the buildings as captured in the late twentieth century and, when 
compared with recent photographs, a significant number of the facades of buildings 
have been modified while others reveal only minor discernible alterations. Negatives 
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and prints of the circa 1978-1980 photographs that accompany the forms are housed 
at the Buffalo Division of Planning office. 

Additional archival research was required due to limited historic background 
information supplied on some of the OPRHP forms. Resources and materials of the 
Special Collections Room, Central Branch of the Buffalo and Erie County Library and 
of the Buffalo and Erie County Historical Society Library were consulted. Buffalo city 
directories, scrapbooks, historic photographs and Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps (ca. 
1889,1899 and 1925) were examined for the history of commercial interests within the 
three proposed locations. 

National Register Criteria. Fora cultural resource to be considered for eligibility 
to the NRHP it must be evaluated within its historic context and demonstrated to be 
significant for one or more of the four Criteria of Evaluation (36 CFR 60) as outlined in 
the National Park Service publication: Guidelines for Local Surveys: A Basis for 
Preservation Planning (National Register Bulletin 15). Those properties that appeared 
to exhibit the appropriate qualities required for eligibility to the National Register were 
identified in the field. 

Criterion A: (Event) Properties that are associated with events that have 
made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history; or 

Criterion B: (Person) Properties that are associated with the lives of persons 
significant in our past; or 

Criterion C: (Design/Construction) Properties that embody the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 
represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or 
that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components 
may lack individual distinction; or 

Criterion D: (Information Potential) Properties that have yielded, or may be 
likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history (NPS Bulletin 
15, referencing 36 CFR Part 60). 

The cultural property (e.g., archaeological site, historic structure or landscape) 
also must retain the historic integrity of those features necessary to convey its 
significance. The information likely to be recovered from the cultural resource must 
confirm, refute, or supplement, in an important way, existing information. It is not 
eligible if it cannot be related to a particular time period or cultural group and, thereby, 
lacks any historic context to evaluate the importance of the information to be collected 
(NPS Bulletin 15, pp. 3, 22). 

Integrity is defined as the ability of a property to convey its significance (NPS 
Bulletin 15, p. 44). To merit eligibility a property must be significant and must also 
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have integrity. Seven aspects or qualities of integrity that are recognized bythe National 
Register are location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association 
(for more detailed description of each aspect see NPS Bulletin 15, pp. 44-45). 


4.2 RESULTS 

The objective of the present Phase IA architectural reconnaissance level survey 
was to document and identify structures within and/or adjacent to the proposed new 
Buffalo Convention Center Sites (A, B, and C). Construction of a new 400,000 to 
425,000 gross square foot facility in Buffalo’s central business district will not only effect 
the city’s existing historic building stock, but the city’s urban character as well. A total 
of 53 structure were identified within the proposed locations for the new convention 
center. This study concludes that seven properties are potentially eligible for inclusion 
in the NRHP. One structure, 504 Washington Street, is potentially eligible as a 
contributing component to the existing NRE 500 Block Historic District. All of the 
recommended properties are located in the Mohawk Site (A). 

The results of the architectural inventory of each proposed alternative for the new 
Buffalo Convention Center are presented as a unique subsection. For each location, 
there is a discussion of the site followed by two tables, which include: 1) an inventory 
of buildings within the proposed site, and 2) previously inventoried structures within the 
viewshed of the proposed location. The inventory tables are organized in alphabetical 
order by street name and by sequential street address order, which is from south to 
north. A photographic catalog for each of the proposed new Buffalo Convention Center 
alternatives is included in a separate appendix (Appendices A through C). A location 
map with keyed photograph angles and numbers accompany each appendix. 

4.2.1 Mohawk Site (Site A). The Mohawk Site is an 11-acre site bound by Main 
Street to the west, Oak Street to the east, East Huron Street to the north and Broadway 
to the south. Two block sections of Washington, Ellicott, and Blossom Streets, south- 
north thoroughfares, are entirely contained within the Mohawk Site. West-east streets 
comprised within the site include two blocks of East Mohawk Place and all of Hersee 
Alley. The Mohawk Site consists of 46 commercial, retail and light industrial buildings 
that range from one-part commercial blocks (338-340 Ellicott Street) to multi-storied, 
two-part vertical blocks (500 Washington Street). However, most of the building stock 
consists of three-story, two-part commercial blocks (500 Block Historic District). The 
site also contains a mid-twentieth century parking ramp. Older commercial buildings 
dating from the mid-to-late nineteenth century are located on the west side of Main 
Street and along the south side of East Genesee Street. The northwest quarter of the 
Mohawk Site contains the largest concentration of buildings while the remainder of the 
site consists of intermittent commercial rows and isolated buildings punctuated by 
asphalt parking lots. Since the 1960s, approximately 27 buildings in the limits of the 
Mohawk Site have been demolished. 
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Historic maps from the mid-nineteenth century through the early-twentieth century 
document the urban development of this section of Buffalo’s Central Business District. 
Early in the city’s history, the Mohawk Site encompassed modest residential and 
commercial buildings. Through the course of the nineteenth century, the Mohawk Site 
gradually transformed into a largely commercial area with the emergence of more 
substantial commercial buildings and factories for light manufacturing. By the late 
nineteenth century, the Mohawk Site had a considerable number of densely occupied 
blocks of commercial buildings that included hotels, theaters, a variety of specialty 
stores, saloons, liveries, furniture manufacturers and warehouses, a manufacturer of 
butchering tools, a carriage factory, a bank, a printers shop and a Turkish bathhouse. 
Despite the swift rise of commercial enterprise in the city, a small number of detached, 
two-story dwellings persisted into the early twentieth century. 

Originally, many of the blocks bounded by primary thoroughfares in the city were 
bisected by alleys or narrow streets. Buildings dating from the mid-to-late nineteenth 
century conformed to Joseph Ellicott’s street layout with frontages on the primary street 
and rear elevations along the secondary streets. Presently, Blossom Street and 
Hersee Alley are the only surviving examples of a divided block within the three 
proposed new Buffalo Convention Center locations. The former retains sections of its 
original Medina sandstone curbing. By the early twentieth century, alleys were 
eliminated or partially absorbed by the construction of large commercial buildings, that 
frequently occupied multiple lots, which extended through the entire block. 

As noted, the remaining nineteenth century building stock on the Mohawk Site is 
centered on the northwest quarter of the proposed site. In some cases, many of the 
original features and stylistic details of older buildings have been substantially altered 
or obscured by incompatible coverings. Most of the site’s historic commercial 
storefronts have been modified by subsequent modernizations that reflect later styles 
and materials. Observed changes to historic storefronts in the Mohawk Site include the 
removal or obscuring of distinguishing features such as recessed central entries, doors, 
display windows, transoms, lighting fixtures, original signs and storefront cornices. The 
most significant alterations to the upper levels involved either the replacement or 
alteration of original fenestration. Despite visible modifications, there are vestiges of 
the earlier building fabric as evidenced by existing features such as original sash and 
surrounds, cornices, cast-iron store fronts and other cast-iron architectural elements. 
Removal of inappropriate, non-historic cladding and later alterations might reveal the 
historic character of a building. 

During the mid-to-late nineteenth century, vernacular and Italianate-style 
commercial buildings were constructed in Buffalo with affordable, pre-fabricated cast 
iron elements. Builders and architects ordered architectural cast-iron by catalogs from 
local foundries. The three largest manufacturers of cast iron in Buffalo were Eagle Iron 
Works (founded in 1853), G.W. Tifft, Sons & Company (founded as the Buffalo Steam 
Engine Works in 1841), and the Washington Iron Works Company (founded 1857) 
(Longiaru 1999:16, 28 44). Plaques identifying the latter appear on the cast-iron 
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storefronts of 504 Washington Street and 348 Ellicott Street. Cast-iron designs 
resembling Eagle Iron Works window cap pattern Style No. 17 are found on 517 
Washington Street. Eagle Iron Works more than likely supplied additional cast-iron 
details and storefronts for buildings on Main Street and East Genesee Street. The 
acceptance and utilization of cast-iron storefronts and details greatly affected the city’s 
commercial landscape by creating a sense of visual uniformity. 

In the central business district of Buffalo, early vernacular and Italianate-style 
commercial buildings were replaced by Second Empire and Queen Anne-style buildings 
in the late nineteenth century. The only surviving example of a Second Empire-style 
commercial building in the Mohawk Site is located at 36 Broadway. Though popular 
in the late nineteenth century, there are few examples of Second Empire commercial 
buildings in downtown Buffalo. At one time, the city hosted a number of impressive 
examples of the style including the former Buffalo German Insurance Building that 
stood on the Main Street and Lafayette Square, close to both the Mohawk and the 
Existing Convention Center sites. Most intact examples of the style are residences 
located outside of the city’s central business district. 

As with the Second Empire style, extant Queen Anne commercial buildings are 
poorly represented in the city’s central business district. This style was largely reserved 
for Buffalo’s residences. The Ferguson Electric Building at 321-323 Ellicott Street is 
an excellent example of a Queen Anne commercial building with its prominent two-story 
oriel and accentuated comice that includes brick corbeling and dentils. Unfortunately, 
the building’s original storefront has been altered. In the first decade of the twentieth 
century, a nascent electric construction and supply industry emerged along Washington 
and Ellicott Streets. Other industries within this corridor of the city included furniture, 
printing and plumbing. The appearance of these industries coincided with the 
construction of large loft buildings for storage and light manufacturing. Three early 
reinforced concrete frame commercial buildings are located at 501 Washington Street, 
510 Washington Street and 180 Oak Street. The Washington Building (also known as 
the Holling Press Building at 500 Washington Street) is a ten-story factory building that 
is associated with the twentieth century printing industry in Buffalo. Intact, historic wall 
signs with the company’s name distinguish the building’s roofline. 

Many retail buildings constructed in the early twentieth century in the city’s central 
business district featured Neo-Classical motifs. The facades of 523 Main Street and 
529 Washington Street show the applicability of the style through a range of detailing 
and materials. Each facade has a glazed, white terra cotta veneer with its own 
distinctive entablature. Decorative festoons embellish the panels of 523 Main Street 
while the frieze of 529 Main Street features circular motifs. There are a number of 
exceptional examples of commercial buildings in downtown Buffalo with terra cotta 
veneers. Perhaps the most well recognized example is the Niagara Mohawk Building, 
which looms over the Mohawk Site. 
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By the 1920s, the Art Deco style dominated the city’s civic and municipal buildings. 
The Mohawk Site contains a largely intact, good example of a late Art Deco commercial 
building at 11 Genesee Street (aka, Buffalo Urban League Building). The original 
beveled block glass of the main window of the first floor (in the bay adjacent to the main 
entrance), smooth polished marble panels, the original fenestration of the upper levels 
and the stylized ornament of the capitals pilasters remain intact. 

The eastern boundary of the Mohawk Site is adjacent to the Oak-Michigan 
Industrial Corridor. Oak Street serves as the western limits of this two-block wide and 
eleven-block long industrial corridor that lies just east of the city’s central business 
district. In the 1960s, the New York Department of Transportation cleared much of this 
area in anticipation of the construction of a depressed highway along Oak and Elm 
Streets. By 1970, the project was cut back to include a pair of surface arterial streets. 
As proposed in 1981, Phase IIBofthe Oak-Michigan Industrial Corridor Urban Renewal 
Plan called for the acquisition of 35 parcels and 16 structures. The purpose of the 
project was to provide new facilities for high-technology, light manufacturing and 
downtown service industries. These modem facilities are within the viewshed of the 
Mohawk Site. 

Several National Register Listed and/or Eligible properties are within the 
immediate viewshed of the Mohawk Site. Two National Register Listed properties, the 
Buffalo Savings Bank (ca. 1900-1901) and the Niagara Mohawk Building (ca. 1912) lie 
immediately north of the northern limits of the Mohawk Site. The L. L. Berger Building, 
a NRE property, is located on the west side of Main Street directly across from the 
Mohawk Site. The southern boundaries of the Mohawk Site are within the immediate 
viewshed of Lafayette Square, which includes the Soldiers and Sailors Monument (ca. 
1882). Lafayette Square is considered the second most important public space in 
downtown Buffalo (Buffalo Arch. Guidebook Co. 1981:88). NRL/NRE buildings 
surrounding the square that are within the viewshed of the southern limits of the 
Mohawk Site include: the Lafayette Hotel (ca. 1904), the Rand Building (ca. 1929), the 
Liberty Building and the Brisbane Building (ca. 1895). Also of note, the Mowhawk Site 
is one block south of the southern limits of the Theater Historic Preservation District. 

4.2.1.1 National Register Listed or Eligible Properties: Mohawk Site (Site A) 
500 Block Historic District. In 1984, buildings in the 500 Block of Main Street were 
determined not eligible in a Consensus Determination (CD) review. As a result of 
subsequent facade renovations, sections of the 500 Main Street block were improved. 
In 1992, the 500 Block was reevaluated by NYS OPRHP and the following buildings 
were determined eligible as contributing components of the 500 Block Historic District: 
515-517, 523, 525, 529, 535 and 537 Main Street (Todd 1992). These contributing 
buildings “appear to comprise an architecturally significant concentration of late 
nineteenth to early twentieth century commercial architecture in Buffalo" (Todd 1992). 

Three buildings on Main Street remained ineligible as part of the 500 Block 
Historic District—495, 501, 505 and 521 Main Street. Due to extensive alterations to 
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properties on Genesee Street, between Main and Washington Streets, the following 
buildings also remained ineligible: 5-7, 9 and 11 Genesee Street, and 5 East Huron 
Street (Howard’s Shoes). At that time, insufficient information was provided for 
evaluation of the main facade of 11 Genesee Street (Buffalo Urban League), while its 
Washington Street elevation was determined not significant. The Art Deco-style 
commercial building at 11 Genesee Street displays Integrity and warrants reevaluation 
as a potential contributing component of the 500 Block Historic District. The last 
building considered under the 1992 review of the 500 Block included the seven-story 
commercial building at 510 Washington Street, it was determined not significant. 

4.2.1.2 Potentially National Register Eligible (NRE) Properties: Mohawk Site 
(Site A). As a result of the present study, seven properties on the Mohawk Site were 
identified as potentially National Register Eligible. No historic districts were identified 
as potentially National Register Eligible in the Mohawk Site study area, though one 
property is recommended as a potential contributing component to the existing NRE 
500 Block Historic District. 

6 Blossom Street (or 317 Ellicott Street) (Unique Site Number [USN] 02940. 
003119). This two-story, Italianate-style outbuilding is potentially eligible (Criteria A and 
C) as the only surviving example of a late nineteenth century stable in the central 
business district of the City of Buffalo. The stable is associated with nineteenth century 
transportation when horse drawn carriages were a popular method of transport. During 
the nineteenth century, the area east of Ellicott Street was comprised of mainly brick 
dwellings with either stables or smaller carriage houses that were accessed via Hersee 
Alley (originally Koon’s Alley) and Blossom Street. Two private residences (317 and 319 
Ellicott Street) originally occupied the same lot as the stable. The first owners were 
identified as T. Iribacher and Davis (NYSOPRHP Inventory Form 1980). 

The integrity of the exterior of 6 Blossom Street is fairdue to significant alterations 
to the windows and main entry bay. The original sash of the round arch windows have 
been removed and replaced with brick. Only a few of the original limestone lintels 
remain. The entry door in the left bay also has been filled in with brick and the main 
service bay has been modified. Despite these visible alterations, the stable still evokes 
the distinctive characteristics of its type and period while retaining its location, design, 
setting, workmanship, feeling, and association. Presently, the building is part of the 
Ferguson Electric complex. 

36 Broadway (USN 02940.003122). This late nineteenth century Second Empire- 
style commercial building is potentially eligible for the National Register (under Criteria 
B and C) as a surviving example of its type and for its association with Charles Burchfield 
(1893-1967), a noted artist who worked for a local wallpaper company, H. Birge & 
Sons. Known as the Buehl’s Block, Burchfield captured the building in his ca. 1930 
painting Rainy Night which may be viewed in the Special-Collections Room of the 
Buffalo and Erie County Library, which is directly across the street from 36 Broadway. 
Burchfield’s work provides a glimpse of the early twentieth century streetscape. 
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The Hotel Ireland (later Hotel Claridge) originally occupied the upper levels of the 
Buehl’s Block. It was one of many modest sized hotels that existed before the rise of 
large hotels after the turn of the nineteenth century (e.g., Bethune, Bethune and Fuchs 
ca. 1904 Hotel Lafayette at 314 Washington Street). The Buehl’s block is the only 
surviving example of its kind remaining in the Mohawk Site. Popular in the late 
nineteenth century, there are few examples of Second Empire commercial buildings in 
downtown Buffalo. At one time, the city hosted a number of impressive examples of 
the style including the former Buffalo German Insurance Building that stood on the Main 
Street and Lafayette Square, less than two blocks west of the 36 Broadway. Most 
intact examples of the style are residences located outside of the city’s central business 
district. 

During the last 25 years, 36 Broadway has undergone extensive alterations 
including the inappropriate modification of its most distinguishing Second Empire 
feature the mansard roof. Presently, the roof has non-historic cladding and it is 
unknown if the building’s original slate roofing tiles exist beneath the modem exterior. 
The first floor storefront has been significantly altered and the windows of the upper 
levels have been replaced. In spite of considerable modifications, Buehl’s Block still 
features flat hood moldings on the second floor, segmental arched windows with 
relieving arches on the third floor, brick corbeling below at the comice and its distinctive 
roofline with dormers. 

25 East Huron Street The Bums Building is potentially National Register eligible 
as a good, representative example of a largely intact early twentieth century (ca. 1919) 
loft building (under Criterion C). This six-story, steel-framed building features a high 
degree of integrity with its facade retaining many of architectural details including a 
mostly intact original storefront. The storefront in the right bay has retained its prism 
glass transom windows, however, its display windows are currently boarded up. A 
wooden sign obscures the transom area of the left storefront so its existing condition 
is not known. The main central entrance for the upper levels has been altered. The 
narrow central bay has flanking piers and a six, three-over-three double-hung sash 
windows with wooden surrounds. Windows of the end bays are grouped in four and 
consist of one-over-one double-hung sash with wooden surrounds and continuous 
stone lintels. A paneled brick spandrel accents the second floor while the rest of the 
floors are divided by plain brick spandrels. The facade piers are embellished triangular 
shaped motifs and the cornice features brick corbeling accentuated by decorative round 
stones with guttae. 

321 Ellicott Street. The main building of the Ferguson Electric complex is 
potentially National Register eligible (under Criteria A and C) as a good representative 
example of a late nineteenth century (ca. 1892) commercial building and for its 
association with the electric industry in the City of Buffalo. This three-story commercial 
building features largely intact Queen Anne detailing on its upper floors though its 
original storefront has been altered. 
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Prior to establishing his own company, Whitworth Ferguson was a vice president 
and chief engineer of Buffalo’s major electrical contracting company (Bisco 1986:93). 
Ferguson opened his electrical contracting company in August 1935 in a small office 
on Oak Street. Presently, Ferguson Electric is Western New York’s largest electrical 
construction firm. In addition to their offices and warehouses on Ellicott Street, they 
have a location in the City of Niagara Falls. The company is best known for harnessing 
the power of Niagara Falls for generating hydroelectricity in the Niagara power project 
of 1956. Ferguson Electric also is associated with many other local landmarks such as 
the 40-story Marine Midland Center with the area’s largest electric snow melting facility, 
the Amherst Campus of the State University of New York at Buffalo, local plants of 
General Motors and Ford, and Buffalo City Hall (Bisco 1986:93). 

465 Washington Street (USN02940.003047). Theca. 1909-1911 Sinclair Building 
(a.k.a. Remington-Rand Building) at 465 Washington Street is potentially National 
Register eligible (under Criterion C)as a good representative example of a largely intact 
early twentieth century commercial building and for its association with one of the city’s 
leading architectural firms of the period, Esenwein and Johnson. The firm is best 
known for their work at the 1901 Pan American Exposition, the Niagara Mohawk 
Building (formerly the General Electric Building), Lafayette High School, and a number 
of Buffalo residences. 

Presently, 465 Washington Street is associated with the University at Buffalo 
Education Opportunity Center. This six-story, steel-framed commercial building has a 
three-bay wide facade and its East Mohawk elevation consists of eight bays. The 
original entry has been altered and the first floor windows have been replaced. The 
upper level windows are grouped in four and feature one-over-one double-hung sash 
with wooden surrounds separated by pilasters. A stone lintel accents each opening. 
The cornice features dentils and the capitals of the engaged piers feature a slender, 
stylized motif. 

501 Washington Street The ca. 1923-1924 George Washington Building (Holling 
Press Building) is potentially National Register eligible (under Criteria A and C) as an 
excellent example of an early twentieth century loft with a reinforced concrete frame 
and for its association with the city’s printing industry. The Washington Building is 
architecturally distinguished by its finely articulated brick masonry facade. Designed 
by architects Hudson and Hudson, the architectural features of their decorative four- 
bay-wide facade conveys the massiveness and form of this ten-story loft space. The 
first two levels of the building have been altered, while the third floor retains its original 
sash and comice with dentils. Floors 4 through 9 feature brick pilaster strips and paired 
multi-paned lights. The tenth floor has a false balustrade and is topped by an ornate 
pediment with a round window in the tympanum, squared columns with turns and scroll 
brackets. 

The Washington Building also is historically important for its association with the 
printing industry in Buffalo. Since its construction, this ten-story commercial building 
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has been occupied by various businesses, though it is primarily associated with the 
Holling Press Company, one of the premiere printing establishments in the city for most 
of the twentieth century, in 1955, the company occupied only five stories of the large 
loft building and planned for a $100,000 expansion that included the installation of two 
offset presses and new photographic offset equipment (Kazarian 1955). At that time, 
Holling Press planned to takeover two more floors of the Washington Building for its 
photography department and plate section, which operated from 25 East Huron Street. 
In the mid-twentieth century, the company operated with about 100 employees. Even 
though the Holling Press Company ceased operations in 1999, historic wall signs at the 
roofline still bear the company’s name. 

504 Washington Street (USN 00940.003054). This late nineteenth century 
Italianate-style commercial building is potentially eligible as a contributing component 
of the National Register Eligible 500 Block Historic District. Presently, the contributing 
properties of the National Register Eligible 500 Block Historic District are confined to 
the west side of Main Street, however, 504 Washington Street extends through the lot 
with frontage at 529 Main Street, a contributing component of the district. If the 
boundaries of the 500 Block Historic District were shifted to include 504 Washington 
Street, the cohesiveness of the commercial block would not be detracted by the 
addition of this adjacent late nineteenth commercial building. 
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Table 5 Architectural Inventory of Mohawk Site (A). 


Address 

Unique Site 
Number 

Form 

National Register 
Eligible/Listed 

Comments 

2 Blossom Street 

Not previously 
inventoried 

— 

— 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

6 Blossom Street (Note: 
OPRHP inventory form 
lists bldg, as 317 Ellicott 
Street) 

02940.003119 

Yes 

No Determination 

Potentially eligible as a 
surviving example of a late 
nineteenth century, 
Italianate-style stable in the 
downtown central business 
district 

36 Broadway 

02940.003116 

Yes 

No Determination 

Potentially eligible as a 
representative example of a 
Second Empire-style 
commercial building. 

42 Broadway 

Not previously 
inventoried 

— 

— 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

50 Broadway 

02940.003118 

Yes 

No Determination 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

66-70 Broadway 

02940.003120 

Yes 

No Determination 

DEMOLISHED. 

5 East Huron Street 
(Howard’s Famous Shoes) 

02940.008265 

No 

Not Eligible 

Determined not eligible as 
part of 500 Block Historic 
District; Washington Street 
elevation considered not 
significant (1/22/1992). 

25 East Huron Street 
(Bums Building) 

02940.003059 

Yes 

No Determination 

Potentially eligible as good, 
representative example of a 
largely intact, early 20 m 
century commercial 
building. 

45-47 East Mohawk Street 

02940.003048 

Yes 

No Determination 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

285 Ellicott Street 

02940.003117 

Yes 

No Determination 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

288-290 Ellicott Street 

02940.008252 

Yes 

No Determination 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

296 Ellicott Street-What is 
this an empty lot? 

Not previously 
inventoried 

No 

— 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

301 Ellicott Street 
(Emulso Corporation) 

Not previously 
inventoried 

No 

— 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

300-302 Ellicott Street/51 
East Mohawk 

J 

02940.003049 

Yes 

No Determination 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 
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Address 

Unique Site 
Number 

321 Eliicott Street 
(Ferguson Electric) 

Not previously 
inventoried 

332 Eliicott Street 
(Buffalo Alarm Office, 

Buffalo Fire Department) 

Not previously 
inventoried. 

337 Eliicott Street 

Not previously 
inventoried 

338-340 Eliicott Street 

02940.008275 

350 Eliicott Street 

02940.008274 

5 Genesee Street 

No Inventory 

7 Genesee Street 

No Inventory 

9 Genesee Street 

No Inventory 

11 Genesee Street 

No Inventory 

495 Main Street 

02940.008253 

501 Main Street 

02940.016797 

503 Main Street 

02940.008254 

505 Main Street/ 

505-509 Main Street 

02940.016798 

02940.008255 


Form National Register 
Eiigible/Usted 


Yes No Determination 



No No Determination 


No No Determination 


No Not Eligible 



Not Eligible 


No Not Eligible 


No Not Eligible 






Not Eligible 


Not Eligible 


Not Eligible. 


Not Eligible 


Comments 


Potentially eligible as a 
representative example of 
an early 20 th century 
commercial building and its 
association with the 
electrical industry in the City 
of Buffalo. 


Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

Lot once occupied by a 
previously inventoried 
building (USN 
02940.008276). 


Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 


Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 


Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 


Determined not eligible as 
part of 500 Block HD 
(1/22/1992) 


Determined not eligible as 
part of 500 Block HD 
(1/22/1992) 


Determined not eligible as 
part o 500 Block HD 
(1/22/1992) 


Determined not eligible as 
part of 500 Block HD; 
Washington Street elevation 
considered not significant 
(1/22/1992) 


Determined not eligible as 
part of 500 Block HD 
(1/22/1992). 


Determined not eligible as 
part of 500 Block HD 
(1/22/1992) 


Determined not eligible as 
part of 500 Block HD 
(1/22/1992) 


Determined not eligible as 
part of 500 Block HD 
(1/22/1992) 
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Address 

Unique Site 
Number 

Form 

National Register 
Eligible/Usted 

Comments 

511 Main Street 

02940.008256 

No 

— 

Presently, there is an empty 
lot at this address. 

515-517 Main Street 

02940.008257 

No 

Eligible 

Contributing component of 
500 Block HD(1/22/1992) 

521 Main Street 

02940.008256 

No 

Not Eligible 

Determined not eligible as 
part of 500 Block HD 
(1/22/1992) 

523 Main Street 

02940.008259 

No 

Eligible 

Contributing component of 
500 Block HD (1/22/1992) 

525 Main Street/ 

Rear elevation located at 
502 Washington 

02940.003050 

Yes 

Eligible-500 Block 
HD 

Contributing component of 
500 Block HD (1/22/1992) 

529 Main Street 

02940.016796 

No 

Eligible-500 Block 
HD 

Contributing component of 
500 Block HD (1/22/1992) 

531-533 Main Street 

02940.003051 

No 

Eligible-500 Block 
HD 

Contributing component of 
500 Block HD (1/22/1992) 

537 Main Street 

02940.003052 

Yes 

Eligible-500 Block 
HD 

Contributing component of 
500 Block HD (1/22/1992) 

180 Oak Street (Note: 
OPRHP inventory form 
lists bldg, as 15-29 

Blossom St) 

02940.003122 

Yes 

No Determination 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

194 Oak Street 

02940.003121 

Yes 

— 

DEMOLISHED. 

198 Oak Street 
(Tony Russo's Auto) 

02940.003123 

Yes 

No Determination 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

200 Oak Street 
(Tony Russo's Auto) 

02940.003124 

Yes 

No Determination 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

465 Washington Street 
(formerly Sinclair/ 

Remington Rand Building) 

02940.003047 

Yes 

. 

No Determination 

■ 

Potential National Register 
Eligible as early 20 th 
Century office building 
designed by Esenwein and 
Johnson. 

477 Washington Street 

02940.008270 

No 

No Determination 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

498 Washington Street 

02940.003055 

Yes 

No Determination 

DEMOLISHED 

499 Washington Street 

02940.003056 

Yes 

No Determination 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

500 Washington Street 

02940.008267 

Yes 

No Determination 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 


Panamerican Consultants, Inc. 89 Proposed Convention Center Phase I A 


B-99 




r 


Address 

Unique Site 
Number 

Form 

National Register 
Eligible/Listed 

Comments 

501 Washington Street 

02940.003057 

Yes 

No Determination 

Potentially National Register 
Eligible as an excellent 
example of a reinforced 
concrete frame loft building 
and for its association with 
the printing industry in 
Buffalo. 

504 Washington Street 

02940.003054 

Yes 

No Determination 

This late nineteenth century 
Italianate-style commercial 
building might be potentially 
National Register Eligible as 
a contributing component of 
the 500 Block HD if the 
boundaries of the district 
were to be expanded. 

510 Washington Street* 

02940.003053 

Yes 

Not Eligible 

Determined not eligible as 
part of 500 Block Hist Dist 
(1/22/1992) 

517 Washington Street 

02940.008271 

— 

— 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

519 Washington Street 

02940.008272 

— 

— 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

525 Washington Street 

02940.00308 

Yes 

No Determination 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 


Key for architectural inventory tables 
HD Historic District 


Panamerican Consultants, Inc. 


90 Proposed Convention Center Phase IA 


B-100 




































Table 6 Previously inventoried structures within Mohawk Site (A) viewshed 


Address 

Unique Site 
Number 

77 Broadway 

02940.017789 

85 Broadway 
(Buffalo City Mission) 

02940.005903 

93 Broadway 

02940.003115 

120-124 Broadway 

02940.003128 

125 Broadway 

02940.003110 

127 Broadway 

02940.003111 

130 Broadway 

02940.003129 

132 Broadway 

02940.003130 

138 Broadway 

02940.003125 

72-76 East Huron Street 

02940.3134 

45 East Mohawk Street 

02940.003048 

365 Ellicott Street 

02940.003119 

367-369 Ellicott Street 

02940.003135 

371-31 Ellicott Street 

02940.006018 

1 Genesee Street 

02940.003064 

17-29 Genesee Street 
(Victor Building) 

02940.003082 

20 Genesee Street 

02940.008227 

20 Genesee Street 

Niagara Sq. Parking Ramp 

02940.006421 

85-89 Genesee Street 
(Photographer studio) 

02940.003136 

91-95 Genesee Street 

02940.003137 

Lafayette Square 

Buffalo & Erie County Public 
Library 

02940.0016761 

Lafayette Square 

Soldier's and Sailor’s 

Monument 

02940.005955 

10 Lafayette Square 

02940.008251 

14 Lafayette Square 
(Rand Building) 

02940.003021 




National 

Register 

Eligible/Listed 


Not Eligible 


No Determination. 


No Determination 


No Determination 


No Determination 


No Determination 


No Determination 


No Determination 


No Determination 


No Determination 


No Determination 


No Determination 


No Determination 


No Determination 


No Determination 





Non-Contributing 


Non Contributing 


No Determination 


Yes No Determination 


Yes P Not Eligible 


Yes No Determination 


No Determination 


Yes No Determination 


Comments 




DEMOLISHED 
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Address 


474 Main Street 


475 Main Street 


478 Main Street 


483 Main Street 


485 Main Street 


495 Main Street 
(Burger King) 


496 Main Street 


500-518 Main Street 
(LL. Berger Bldg.) 


505-509 Main Street 


510 Main Street 


532 Main Street 


534 Main Street 
(DE Morgan Building) 


535 Main Street 


537 Main Street 


544-48 Main Street 
(Grant Building) 


545 Main Street 
(Buffalo Savings Bank) 


546 Main Street 
(Grant Building) 


564 Main Street 


565 Main Street 


391 Washington Street 
(Lafayette Hotel) 


466 Washington Street 


525 Washington Street 
(Niagara Mohawk Bldg.) 


Unique Site 
Number 


09240.003006 


09240.008249 


09240.003005 


09240.008248 


09240.003019 


02940.008253 


02940.003018 


02940.003017 


02940.008255 


02940.003016 


02940.003063 


02940.008250 


02940.003052 


02940.3069 


02940.003081 


02940.003062 


02940.003065 


02940.003079 


02940.002994 


02940.008250 


02940.003058 








National 

Register 

Eiigible/Usted 


No Determination 


No Determination 


No Determination 


No Determination 


No Determination 


Not Eligible -500 
Block HD 


No Determination 


99NR1507/ 

OOPR1192 


Not Eligible - 500 
Block HD 


Listed 

99NR1507 


No Determination 


Comments 





No Determination DEMOLISHED 


Eligible-500 
Block HD 




Eligible - 500 
Block HD 


No Determination. 







Eligible 

#99PR4361 

1/5/2000 


No Determination 


Eligible 
July 20,1999 
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Address 

Unique Site 

Number 

Form 

National 

Register 

Eligibie/Listed 

Comments 

554 Washington Street 

02940.003072 

Yes 

No Determination 

— 

566 Washington Street 

02940.003070 

No 

No Determination 

— 

574 Washington Street 

02940.003070 

Yes 


— 


Key for architectural inventory tables 
HD Historic District 


4.2.2 Existing Buffalo Convention Center Site (Site B). None of the seven 
commercial buildings identified on the proposed existing Buffalo Convention Center Site 
(B) are potentially eligible for the National Register. This location mainly is comprised 
of the present 180,000 square foot Buffalo Convention Center (ca. 1978), which 
occupies almost the entire square block bound by Franklin and Pearl Streets to the 
west and east, and Court and West Mohawk Streets to the south and north. Situated 
on the west side of Main Street, this alternative lies east of the city’s major government 
buildings. 

For the construction of the ca. 1978 convention center, the historic building stock 
of this section of the city was significantly impacted by the demolition of six buildings 
and by the closing of sections of Genesee Street and West Mohawk Street, which were 
absorbed by the new facility. Genesee Street is one of the original radial streets as 
designed by Joseph Ellicott. Prior to the construction of the convention center, the 
block was divided by Omaha Alley (west-east) and Wiggins Alley (south-north), M.E. 
Beebe’s Tucker Building at 37-39 Court Street, and a Second Empire-style town house 
were among the nineteenth century buildings demolished. Constructed in 1887, the 
Tucker Building originally housed Tucker and Butts Photographic Supply store. This 
seven-story commercial building was unique for its ornamental, full cast-iron front, and 
its large Moorish style window openings the top floor. The four-story Edwards Building 
(ca. 1926) at 155 Franklin Street was demolished also. Formerly Edward’s Department 
Store, the building later housed offices of the Internal Revenue Office. 

During the mid-to late nineteenth century, the existing Buffalo Convention Center 
Site shared a similar building stock as that of the Mohawk Site with its mix of vernacular 
commercial buildings and dwellings. However, buildings constructed on the existing 
Buffalo Convention Center Site in the early twentieth century were distinguished from 
those of the Mohawk Site by virtue of their location and use. This section of the city 
became the retail shopping district due to its immediate proximity to the offices of the 
financial and government districts of the city. Large department stores, such as Hens 
and Kelly, LL. Berger, and Edward’s, replaced smaller commercial buildings on the west 
side of Main Street. These multi-storied retail houses extended their operations with 
either additional frontage or ancillary storage warehouses on Pearl Street. 
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Established in 1892, Hens & Kelly was the most notable retail house in the block 
of Main Street between Court and West Mohawk Streets. The original Hens & Kelly 
department store occupied a section of the Miller Block (only 60 ft x 18 ft), where they 
were engaged in apparel for men, women and children (Commercial Advertiser 1922). 
Within five weeks, they had doubled in size by acquiring the adjacent storefront. Hens 
& Kelly unified the facade of the four-story brick building with the addition of a cast-iron 
storefront. In 1903, they purchased all of the lots extending to Pearl Street and, in 
1922, the company hired Bley and Lyman to design a new department store. Work 
began on Pearl Street so the existing store could remain in operation. Once the rear 
of the new building was completed, departments from the old store moved into the new 
edifice and demolition commenced on Main Street. Completed in 1924, Hens & Kelly 
was the first department store in Buffalo to install an escalator between the first and 
second store (Commercial Advertiser 1922). Unfortunately, the original exterior of the 
building has been significantly altered with the removal of its original two-story 
storefront with its central arched entrance. Almost all of the first two-story windows 
have been replaced while all of the upper level windows have new replacement 
windows. An original entrance and a display window remains on the Pearl Street 
comer of the building. Twin Fair bought out Hens & Kelly in 1978 and three years later 
the company closed their Buffalo stores (Van Ness 1999:16). The structure presently 
serves as an office building for Erie County Department of Social Services. 

Other buildings within the site were also altered in the late twentieth century. The 
original storefronts of the Beaux Art-style commercial building at 474 Main Street were 
modified in the 1960s and subsequently altered again.. The upper two stories of the 
building still display its original glazed white terra cotta veneer and Beaux Arts detailing. 
The adjacent building at 466 Main Street (formerly Eisner’s) was an excellent example 
of an Art Deco commercial building that was completely altered in the mid-1980s for the 
construction of the Courtyard Mall. To accommodate the mall, the facade was stripped 
and its interior was gutted. The other two commercial buildings fronting Main Street 
(550-552 and 456 Main Street) were once three-story brick buildings. The Pearl Street 
elevation of550-552 Main Street (Rite-Aid) is a four-story brick commercial building (ca. 
1890) that displays considerable alterations. A vacant, eight-story steel frame 
commercial building (ca. 1905) at 265-267 Pearl Street looms over the existing 
Convention Center. During the mid-twentieth century the building’s two storefronts 
were modified. In poor to fair condition, the storefronts reveal a variety of materials and 
evidence of subsequent modifications. Presently, all of the upper level windows have 
been covered with particle board. The most intact architectural feature of the facade 
is its heavy, projecting comice accented with dentils and modillions. 

The existing Convention Center is adjacent to the National Register-listed YMCA 
Building (ca. 1902). Flanking the southern periphery of the convention center are Bley 
and Lyman’s twelve-story, National Register-eligible Walbridge Building (ca. 1924) at 
45 Court Street and the Art Deco-style building at 17 Court Street. The National 
Register-eligible L.L. Berger Building (500-518 Main Street) is close by, immediately 
north of the proposed limits for Site B. Due to potential and immediate impacts, the 
Berger Building is included in the present study. 


Panamerican Consultants, Inc. 94 Proposed Convention Center Phase I A 


B-104 




Since the existing convention center occupies a prominent block in downtown 
Buffalo, it affords views of some of the city’s most distinguished buildings. The 
proposed expansion of the existing convention center east to Main Street will increase 
viewshed issues by opening vistas on Main Street. Currently, there are several 
National Register listed/eligible properties within the viewshed of the existing Buffalo 
Convention Center. The State Office Building at 65 Court Street (ca. 1930), the Statler 
Tower (ca. 1921-1923), Niagara Square and the McKinley Monument (ca. 1907), and 
the NRHP listed Buffalo City Hall (ca. 1929-1931) are all visible from the main entrance 
of the convention center, which is located on Franklin Street at Genesee Street. The 
National Register eligible Liberty Building (ca. 1925) and Lafayette Square are visible 
from the southeast comer of the convention center. From the intersection of Pearl and 
Court Streets, two the city’s most important public spaces (Niagara Square to the west 
and Lafayette Square to the east) are in clear view. Site B is also adjacent to the 
northeastern limits of The Joseph Ellicott (Downtown) Preservation District along 
Franklin Street, between West Mohawk and Court Streets. 

4.2.2.1 National Register Listed or Eligible Properties: Existing Buffalo 
Convention Center Site (B). Presently, no NRHP-listed or eligible properties are 
located within the proposed limits of the existing Buffalo Convention Center Site (B). 
However, the NRHP-listed YMCA Building is adjacent to the northern end of the 
existing convention center and the southern periphery of the convention center is 
adjacent to Bley and Lyman’s twelve-story, National Register Eligible Walbridge 
Building (ca. 1924) at 45 Court Street. The National Register Eligible L.L. Berger 
Building is in proximity to the northern limits of Site B. 

4.2.2.2 Potentially National Register Eligible Properties: Existing Buffalo 
Convention Center Site (B). Due to substantial exterior and interior alterations and 

- the lack of historic significance, none of the properties within the existing Buffalo 
Convention Center Site (B) meet the criteria for listing on the NRHP. 
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Table 7 Architectural Inventory of Existing Buffalo Convention Center Site (B). 


Address 

Unique Site 
Number 

Form 

National Register 
Eligible/Listed 

Comments 

450-452 Main Street 

09240.008238 

No 

No Determination 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

456 Main Street 

09240.008237 

No 

No Determination 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

460-466 Main Street 

09240.003007 

Yes 

No Determination 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

472-474 Main Street 

09240.003006 

Yes 

No Determination 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

478 Main Street 

09240.003005 

Yes 

No Determination 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

496 Main Street 

02940.003018 

Yes 

No Determination 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

500-518 Main Street 
(LL. Berger Building) 

02940.003017 

Yes 

99NR1507/ 

OOPR1192 

National Register Listed 

510 Main Street 
(L.L Berger Building) 

02940.003016 

Yes 


National Register Listed 

534 Main Street 
(DE Morgan Building) 

02940.3063 

Yes 

— 

DEMOLISHED 

255 Pearl Street 

02940.003003 

Yes 

No Determination 

Adjacent building 

265-267 Pearl Street 

02940.003004 

Yes 

No Determination 

Does not meet NRHP 
criteria of eligibility. 

283 Pearl Street 
(472 Main Street) 

Not previously 
inventoried. 

— 

— 

472 Main Street extends 
to Pearl Street. 

304 Pearl Street 
(YMCA Building) 

02940.003061 

Yes 

Listed 1983-11-30 
(Ref. No. 83001676) 

This NRL bldg, is 
adjacent to the northern 
edge of the existing 
convention center. 

153 Franklin Street 

— 

— 

— 

Existing convention 
center. 


Key for architectural inventory tables 
HD Historic District 
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Table 8 Previously inventoried structures within the Existing Convention 

Center Site (B) viewshed. 


Address 

Unique Site 
Number 

Form 

National Register 
Eligible/Listed 

17 Court Street (Buffalo 
Industrial Bank Bldg.) 

02940.003002 

Yes 

No Determination 

43-49 Court Street 

02940.003010 

Yes 

Individually Eligible 

65 Court Street 
(NYS Office Building) 

02940.003008 

Yes 

Eligible as part of 
District 

68 Court Street (Michael J. 
Dillon U S. Courthouse) 

02940.003009 

Yes 

Eligible as part of 
District 

95 Franklin Street 
(Rath Building) 

02040.008228 

No 

Non-Contributing 

96 Franklin Street 
(Old County-City Hall) 

02040.002979 

Yes 

Listed 

90NR1225 

SR 06-23-80 

110 Franklin Street 
(Title Guarantee Bldg71st 
Unitarian Ch.) 

02040.003039 

Yes 

Eligible as part of 
District 

112 Franklin Street 

02040.006427 

No 

Eligible as part of 
District 

170 Franklin Street 

02040.002906 

No 

No Determination 

172 Franklin Street 

02040.008295 

No 

No Determination 

174 Franklin Street 

02040.002907 

Yes 

No Determination 

176 Franklin Street 

02040.002908 

Yes 

No Determination 

181 Franklin Street 

02040.008241 

No 

No Determination 

185 Franklin Street 


No 

No Determination 

190 Franklin Street 

02040.008296 

No 

No Determination 

196-202 Franklin Street 

02040.002909 

Yes 

No Determination 

204-210 Franklin Street 

02040.002902 

Yes 

No Determination 

212 Franklin Street 

02040.006009 

Yes 

No Determination 

438 Main Street 

09240.008239 

No 

No Determination 

465 Main Street 

09240.003020 

Yes 

No Determination 

466 Main Street 

09240.003007 

Yes 

No Determination 

475 Main Street 

09240.008249 

No 

No Determination 

483 Main Street 

09240.008248 

Yes 

No Determination 

485 Main Street 

09240.003019 

Yes 

No Determination 


Comments 
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Address 

Unique Site 
Number 

Form 

495 Main Street 
(Burger King) 

02940.008253 

No 

501 Main Street 

02940.016797 

No 

i 

503 Main Street 

02940.008254 

No 

505 Main Street 

02940.016798 

No 

505-509 Main Street 

02940.008255 

No 

515-517 Main Street 

02940.008257 

No 

521 Main Street 

02940.008256 

No 

523 Main Street 

02940.008259 

No 

525 Main Street 

02940.003050 

Yes 

529 Main Street 

02940.016796 

No 

531-533 Main Street 

02940.003051 

No 

534 Main Street 
(DE Morgan Building) 

02940.3063 

Yes 

531-533 Main Street 

02940.003051 

No 

537 Main Street 

02940.003052 

Yes 

544-48 Main Street 
(Grant Building) 

02940.3069 

Yes 

545 Main Street 
(Buffalo Savings Bank) 

02940.003081 

Yes 

546 Main Street 
(Grant Building) 

02940.003062 

Yes 

564 Main Street 

02940.003065 

Yes 

565 Main Street 

02940.003065 

Yes 

255 Pearl Street 

02940.003003 

Yes 

265 Pearl Street 

02940.003004 

Yes 

255 Pearl Street 

02940.003003 

Yes 


National Register Comments 
Eligible/Listed 


Not Eligible - 500 
Block HD 


Not Eligible - 500 
Block HD 


Not Eligible - 500 
Block HD 


Not Eligible - 500 
Block HD 


Not Eligible - 500 
Block HD 


Eligible - 500 Block 
HD 


Not Eligible - 500 
Block H.D 


Eligible - 500 Block 
HD 


Eligible - 500 Block 
HD 


Eligible - 500 Block 
HD 


Eligible - 500 Block 
HD 




DEMOLISHED 


DEMOLISHED 


No Determination 


No Determination 


No Determination 
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Address 

Unique Site 
Number 

Form 

National Register 
Eligible/Listed 

Comments 

304 Pearl Street 
(YMCA Bldg, next to existing 
convention ctr.) 

02940.003061 

Yes 

No Determination 

— 

308 Pearl Street 

02940.003013 

Yes 

No Determination 

— 

314 Pearl Street 

02940.003012 

Yes 

No Determination 

— 

324 Pearl Street 

02940.003011 

Yes 

No Determination 

— 

20 West Mohawk Street 

02940.008269 

No 

No Determination 

— 

75-79 West Mohawk Street 

02940.002905 

Yes 

No Determination 

— 

81 West Mohawk Street 

02940.008294 

No 

No Determination 

— 

120 West Mohawk Street 

02940.008243 

No 

No Determination 

— 

13 Vx West Mohawk Street 

02940.006581 

Yes 

No Determination 

— 


Key for architectural inventory tables 
HD Historic District 


4.2.3 Waterfront Site (Site C). Presently, the proposed Waterfront Site (C) for 
the New Buffalo Convention Center consists entirely of asphalt parking lots. The only 
structures on the site are those associated with the parking lot, which are small 
attendant’s booths. There is minimal landscaping and a metal fence along the 
perimeter of HSBC Arena parking lot. The HSBC Atrium fronts Washington Street and 
is adjacent to the western boundary of the Waterfront Site. Perry Street and Scott 
Street bound the lot to the south and north while the eastern limits of the site end at a 
point between Baltimore Street and Columbia Street. 

Located outside of the city’s central business district in the First Ward, the 
Waterfront Site in the early-to-mid nineteenth century consisted of densely filled blocks 
of residences interspersed with commercial interests. The Clark and Skinner Canal 
stretched along the eastern edge of the Waterfront Site on the approximate alignment 
of Baltimore Street. This south-north slip connected the Main and Hamburg extension 
of the Erie Canal with the Buffalo River. During the nineteenth century, this section of 
the city east of Washington Street and south of the Erie Canal was a rich industrial 
district that was also the center of the city’s early ironworking industry. By the late 
nineteenth century, industrial and manufacturing operations had taken overthis section 
of the city. Businesses were linked to water and rail transportation. 

The Lehigh Valley yards occupied a large area from Carroll and Exchange Streets 
south to Perry Street. For most of the twentieth century, the Waterfront Site was the 
property of the Lehigh Valley Railroad Company, which constructed a large, one-story, 
steel-frame and brick freight station on the site in 1916. The freight station extended 
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east to Mississippi Street, across the northern edge of the property, on south side of 
Scott Street. The remainder of the lot consisted of the company’s terminal freight yard 
tracks, which entered the yard from the northeast at Mississippi Street. In the 1950s, 
the New York State Thruway Authority acquired much of the Lehigh Valley Railroad 
property north of Scott Street. The Neo-Classical-style Lehigh Valley Passenger Station 
(ca. 1914-15; demolished 1964) occupied the site of the present General Donovan 
State Office Building on Washington Street. 

No National Register-listed or eligible buildings are located within the immediate 
viewshed of the Waterfront Site. On the opposite side of Perry Street are the HSBC 
Arena and an area known as the Cobblestone District, which features streets 
constructed with Medina sandstone pavers and a block of vernacular masonry 
buildings. In 1993, the Cobblestone District was evaluated due to the construction of 
the arena and NYSHPO determined that only one property within the square block of 
Illinois Street, Perry Street, Columbia Street, and South Park Avenue—the Phoenix Die 
Casting Company (110-116 South Park Avenue and Illinois Street)—was individually 
eligible for listing on the NRHP (May 13, 1993). This mid-nineteenth century 
commercial/industrial building is beyond the viewshed of the Waterfront Site. 
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Table 9 Previously inventoried structures in Waterfront Site (C) viewshed with 

National Register determinations 


Address 


32 Illinois Street 


45-57 Illinois Street 
(Tashenburg Bros.) 


49-53 Illinois Street 
(Queen City Engineering) 


55 Illinois Street 
(Aldrich Mfg. Co.) 


26 Mississippi Street 


32 Mississippi Street 


32 Mississippi Street 
(Building 2) 


32 Mississippi Street 
(Building 3) 


79-82 Perry Street 


180 Perry Street 


110-116 South Park Ave. 
(Phoenix Die Casting Co.) 


Cobblestone District 


Unique Site 
Number 


02940.006746 


02940.023484 


02940.023483 


02940.023485 


02940.023481 


02940.023326 


02940.023330 


02940.023331 


02940.023482 


02940.023435 


02940.006762 



National 

Register 

Eligible/Listed 


Comments 


Eligible - HABS Demolished 








Not Eligible 


Not Eligible 


Not Eligible 


Not Eligible 


Not Eligible 


Not Eligible 









Not Eligible 


Not eligible as 
part of 
Cobblestone 
District 


Eligible as 
Individual 


Not Eligible 


SHPO Letter 
(7/7/97) 


SHPO Letter 
(7/7/97). 


SHPO Letter 
(7/7/97) 


SHPO Letter 
(7/7/97) 


SHPO Letter 
(7/7/97) 


SHPO Letter 
(7/7/97) 


Demolished 


SHPO Letter 
(7/7/97) 


SHPO Letter 
(7/7/97) 


SHPO Letter 
(7/7/97) and 
Eligibility 
Evaluation 
(5/13/93) 


SHPO Letter 
(7/7/97) 
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4.3 RECOMMENDATIONS 


The objective of the present Phase IA architectural reconnaissance level survey 
was to document and identify structures within and/or adjacent to the proposed new 
Buffalo Convention Center sites (A, B, and C). Construction of a new 400,000 to 
425,000 gross square foot facility in Buffalo’s central business district will not only affect 
the city’s existing historic building stock, but the city’s urban character as well. A total 
of 53 structures were identified within the proposed locations for the new convention 
center. This study concludes that seven properties are potentially eligible for inclusion 
in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). One structure, 504 Washington 
Street, is potentially eligible as a contributing component of the existing NRE 500 Block 
Historic District. All of the recommended properties are located in the Mohawk Site (A). 

If either the Mohawk Site or the existing Buffalo Convention Center Site is the 
selected alternative, it is recommended that the lead agency avoid or minimize impacts 
to all NRHP-eligible or potentially eligible properties on or adjacent to the site. If 
avoidance is not feasible then the lead agency should obtain an NRHP eligibility 
determination from New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 
Preservation (NYS OPRHP)forall potentially eligible structures. Any National Register 
Eligible structures proposed for demolition must be mitigated. Adequate architectural 
recordation measures as well as the level of documentation required for any eligible 
structures will need to be established with NYS OPRHP consultation. Mitigation 
measures may include Historical American Building Survey/Historic American 
Engineering Record (HABS/HAER) recordation or similartype documentation. No level 
of documentation should be conducted without NYS OPRHP approval. Copies of this 
documentation should be submitted to NYS OPRHP and to appropriate local archives 
designated by NYS OPRHP and Erie County. A site by site discussion follows. 

Mohawk Site (A). The Mohawk Site is the most architecturally sensitive of the 
three alternatives. Presently, the site includes seven properties that are potentially 
eligible for listing in the National Register. 

The Mohawk Site consists of 46 commercial, retail and light industrial buildings 
that range from one-part commercial blocks (338-340 Ellicott Street) to multi-storied, 
two-part vertical blocks (500 Washington Street). However, most of the building stock 
consists of three-story, two-part commercial blocks (500 Block Historic District). The 
site also contains a mid-twentieth century parking ramp. Older commercial buildings 
dating from the mid-to-late nineteenth century are located on the west side of Main 
Street and along the south side of East Genesee Street. The northwest quarter of the 
Mohawk Site contains the largest concentration of buildings while the remainder of the 
site consists of intermittent commercial rows, isolated buildings and asphalt parking 
lots. Since the 1960s, approximately 27 buildings in the limits of the Mohawk Site have 
been demolished. 
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Potentially National Register Eligible (NRE) Properties: Mohawk Site (Site A). 
This study identified seven properties on the Mohawk Site that are potentially National 
Register Eligible with one building (504 Washington Street) potentially eligible as a 
contributing component of the existing NRE 500 Block Historic District. No historic 
districts were identified as potentially National Register Eligible in the Mohawk Site 
study area. 

6 Blossom Street (or 317 Ellicott Street) (Unique Site Number [USN] 
02940.003119). This two-story, Italianate-style outbuilding is potentially eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP (under Criteria A and C) as the only surviving example of a late 
nineteenth century stable in the central business district of the City of Buffalo. 

36 Broadway (USN 02940.003122). This late nineteenth century Second Empire- 
style commercial building is potentially eligible for inclusion in the NRHP (under Criteria 
B and C) as a surviving example of its type and for its association with Charles Ephraim 
Burchfield (1893-1967), a noted artist who worked in the area for a local wallpaper 
company H. Birge & Sons Company. 

25 East Huron Street. The Bums Building is potentially National Register Eligible 
as a representative example of a largely intact early twentieth century (ca. 1919) loft 
building (under Criterion C). This six-story, steel-framed building features a high degree 
of integrity with its facade retaining many of architectural details including a mostly 
intact original storefront. 

321 Ellicott Street. The main building of the Ferguson Electric complex is 
potentially National Register Eligible (under Criteria A and C) as a representative 
example of a late nineteenth century (ca. 1892) commercial building and for its 
association with the electric industry in the City of Buffalo. This three-story commercial 
building features largely intact Queen Anne detailing on its upper floors though its 
original storefront has been altered. 

465 Washington Street (USN 02940 003047). The ca. 1909-1911 Sinclair Building 
(a.k.a. Remington-Rand Building) at465 Washington Street may be potentially National 
Register Eligible (under Criterion C) as a good representative example of a largely 
intact early twentieth century commercial building and for its association with one of the 
city’s leading architectural firms of the period, Esenwein and Johnson. The firm is best 
known for their work at the 1901 Pan American Exposition, the Niagara Mohawk 
Building (formerly the General Electric Building), Lafayette High School, and a number 
of Buffalo residences. 

501 Washington Street. The ca. 1923 George Washington Building (Holling Press 
Building) is potentially National Register Eligible (under Criteria A and C) as an 
excellent example of an early twentieth century loft with a reinforced concrete frame 
and for its association with the Buffalo’s printing industry. 
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504 Washington Street (USN 00940.003054). This late nineteenth century 
Italianate-style commercial building is potentially eligible as a contributing component 
of the National Register Eligible 500 Block Historic District. 

Existing Convention Center Site (B). None of the seven commercial buildings 
identified on the proposed existing Buffalo Convention Center Site (B) are potentially 
eligible for the National Register. This location mainly is comprised of the present 
180,000 square foot Buffalo Convention Center (ca. 1978), which occupies almost the 
entire square block bound by Franklin and Pearl Streets to the west and east, and 
Court and West Mohawk Streets to the south and north. 

National Register Listed or Eligible Properties: Existing Buffalo Convention Center 
Site (B). Presently, no NRHP listed or eligible properties are located within the 
proposed limits of the existing Buffalo Convention Center Site (B). 

Potentially National Register Eligible Properties: Existing Buffalo Convention 
Center Site (B). Due to substantial exterior and interior alterations and the lack of 
historic significance, none of the properties within the existing Buffalo Convention 
Center Site (B) meet the criteria for listing on the NRHP. 

Waterfront Site (C). There are no historic building concerns in the Waterfront 
Site. Therefore no further architectural work is recommended if this alternative is 
selected. 
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_ 5.0 Summary of Recommendations _ 

Archival, map, and documentary research indicates that ail three alternatives 
have some historic archaeological sensitivity but very low prehistoric sensitivity. The 
least archaeological sensitive site is the existing Convention Center Site (B) because 
the existing convention center covers over half the property. Phase IB archaeological 
testing is only recommended on the portion of the site located on the east side of Pearl 
Street and under Pearl Street. Both the Mohawk Site (A) and the Waterfront Site (C) 
have potential for locating buried historic deposits. The Mohawk Site has moderate to 
high sensitivity because a portion of the site contains standing structures which will not 
require archaeological investigation. The Waterfront Site is designated as high 
sensitivity for locating buried historic resources because there are no areas that can be 
eliminated from investigation. The probability of locating buried deposits in open areas 
without current structures at each proposed alternative site is approximately the same. 
However, the level of archaeological investigation at each site will be contingent on the 
amount of open available space: the existing Convention Center Site B requiring the 
least amount of Phase IB subsurface testing and the Waterfront Site C requiring the 
most. 

Construction of a new 400,000 to 425,000 gross square foot facility in Buffalo’s 
central business district will not only affect the city’s existing historic building stock, but 
also its urban character. If either the Mohawk Site or the existing Buffalo Convention 
Center Site is the selected alternative, it is recommended that the lead agency avoid 
or minimize impacts to all NRHP-eligible or potentially eligible properties on or adjacent 
to the site. If avoidance is not feasible then the lead agency should obtain an NRHP 
eligibility determination from NYS OPRHP for all potentially eligible structures. Any 
National Register Eligible structures proposed for demolition must be mitigated. 
Adequate architectural recordation measures as well as the level of documentation 
required for any eligible structures will need to be established with NYS OPRHP 
consultation. Mitigation measures may include Historical American Building Survey/ 
Historic American Engineering Record (HABS/HAER) recordation or similar type 
documentation. No level of documentation should be conducted without NYS OPRHP 
approval. Copies of this documentation should be submitted to the NYS OPRHP and 
to appropriate local archives designated by the NYS OPRHP and Erie County. A site 
by site discussion follows. 

Mohawk Site (A). The Mohawk Site is the most architecturally sensitive of the 
three alternatives. Presently, the site includes one National Register Eligible historic 
district and no less than seven individual properties that may be potentially eligible for 
the National Register. The Mohawk Site has moderate to high archaeological 
sensitivity because a portion of the site contains standing structures which will not 
require archaeological investigation. 

Existing Convention Center Site (B). Site B is the least archaeologically sensitive 
of the three locations due to extensive construction of large-scale commercial buildings. 
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Pearl Street may be a plank road. The Existing Convention Center Site is the second 
most architecturally sensitive site after the Mohawk Site. 

Waterfront Site (C). The Waterfront Site has the highest potential for 
archaeological sensitivity. There are no historic building concerns in the Waterfront Site 
therefore no further architectural work is recommended if this alternative is selected. 
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Locations and angles of photographs in Appendix A. 
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Photograph A-2. Main Street from near East Huron Street showing the 500 Main 
Street Block at left, facing south (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-3. Genesee Street from Main Street showing Theodore Roosevelt Plaza 
in the foreground and the Liberty Bank Building at left, facing northeast (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-4. East Huron Street from Main Street with 
the Mohawk Site at right and the Niagara Mohawk Building 
to the left, facing east (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-7. Broadway from east of Blossom Street showing Lafayette Square in 
the distant left background, the Liberty Building at left, and the Rand Building in the 
center background, facing west (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-9. Washington Street from East Mohawk Place, facing south. Note the 
Buffalo and Erie County Public Library at the extreme left and the Hotel Lafayette in the 
left background (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-11. EHicott Street from Broadway with 36 Broadway at right. Facing 


north (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-12. Ellicott Street from East Huron Street, facing south. Note Buffalo 
and Erie County Public Library over Ellicott Street in center background (PCI 2001). 



Photograph A-13. Blossom Street from Broadway, facing north (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-16. Hersee Alley from Oak Street, facing west (PCI 2001). 



Photograph A-17. Oak Street from East Huron Street, facing south (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-19. NRE 500 Block Historic District, from right to left: 501 through 537 
Main Street, facing northeast (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-20. West elevation of 501 Main Street, 
facing east. This building is not eligible as part of the NRE 
500 Block Historic District (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-22. NRE 500 Block Historic District, from right to left: 521 through 537 
Main Street, facing northeast (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-23. West elevations of 521 Main Street, at 


right, and 523 Main Street, at left, facing east The former 
is not eligible while the latter is a contributing component 
of the National Register eligible 500 Block Historic District 
(PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-24. West elevations of 525 Main Street, at 
right, and 529 Main Street, at left, facing northeast. Both 
properties are contributing components of the National 
Register eligible 500 Block Historic District (PCI 2001). 


Panamerican Consultants, Inc. 


Proposed Convention Center Phase IA 


B-143 












Photograph A-25. West elevation of 535 Main Street, a 
contributing component of the National Register eligible 
500 Block Historic District, facing east (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-26. North and west elevations of 537 Main Street, a" contributing 
component of the National Register eligible 500 Block Historic District, facing southeast 
(PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-30. North elevation of 9 Genesee Street, 
facing southeast. This property is not eligible as part of the 
National Register eligible 500 Block Historic District (PCI 
2001 ). 
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Photograph A-31. North elevation of 11 Genesee Street, facing southeast. This 
property was initially not eligible as part of the NRE 500 Block Historic District. In 1993, 
the ineligible determination for the building remained due to insufficient information 
provided for evaluation (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-32. Genesee Street entrance to 11 
Genesee Street, facing southeast. This property is not 
eligible as part of the NRE 500 Block Historic District (PCI 
2001 ). 
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Photograph A-34. East and north elevations of Howard's Shoes at 5 East Huron, facing 


southwest. Due to extensive alterations, 5 East Huron is not eligible as part of the NRE 


500 Block Historic District (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-35. East elevation of 510 Washington 
Street, facing southwest. This seven-story concrete frame 
loft building is not eligible as part of the non-contributing 
component of the NRE 500 Block Historic District (PCI 
2001 ). 
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Photograph A-37. The Mohawk Parking Ramp (ca. 1955) at 477 Washington Street, 
facing northeast Note Holling Press Building to the left (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-38. West elevations of the Holling Press 
Printing Company complex located at 499 -501 
Washington Street, facing northeast. The ten-story 
concrete frame building to the left is the original Holling 
Press Building, also known as the Washington Building. 
(PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-41. East elevation of 502 Washington Street, facing west (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-43. West elevations of 517-525 Washington Street (right to left), facing 
northeast. Note Niagara Mohawk Building at left (PCI 2001). 


Panamerican Consultants, Inc. 


A-31 


Proposed Convention Center Phase IA 


B-157 











































Photograph A-45. Catholic Charities Building located at 525 Washington Street, facing 
southeast. Note frontage on East Huron Street (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-46. North elevation of the Bums Building 
at 25 East Huron Street, facing southwest (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-48. West elevation of 285 Ellicott Street, facing east Note section of 36 


Broadway at right (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-50. West and north elevations of 300 Eliicott, facing southwest. Note 
south side of East Mohawk Street with the north elevations of 47 East Mohawk and 465 


Washington Street to the right (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-51. North Elevation of 47 Mohawk Place, 
facing south-southeast (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-52. West and south elevations of 301 Ellicott Street (The Emulso 



Photograph A-53. The Emulso Corporation complex at 301 Ellicott Street, facing 


southeast (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-55. West elevation of 317 Ellicott Street, 
Ferguson Electric complex, facing northeast (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-57. South and east elevations of 317 Ellicott Street or 6 Blossom Street, 
facing northwest. This former stable was constructed in the Italianate style and now 
serves as a service building for Ferguson Electric (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-59. Detail of Blossom Street elevation, 
Ferguson Electric complex, facing southwest (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-61. North and west elevations of 337 Ellicott Street, facing southeast 
(PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-63. South and east elevations of 350 Ellicott Street, facing northwest 
(PCI 2001). 
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Photograph A-67. Three-bay garage located at 2 Blossom Street, facing southwest 
(PCI 2001). _ 
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Photograph A-71. 200 Oak Street, facing southwest (PCI 2001), 
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Appendix B 

Photographs Existing Convention Center Site (B) 






Locations and angles of photographs in Appendix B 
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Photograph B-2. West Mohawk Place from Main Street, facing west. Note northern 
end of the existing Buffalo Convention Center in middle area of photograph with 478 
Main Street at left and 496 Main Street at right (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph B-4. Court Street from east of Pearl Street with the southeast comer of the 
existing Buffalo Convention Center at the extreme right, facing west. Note Niagara 
Square with the McKinley Monument and City Hall in the distance (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph B-6. West Mohawk Place from Pearl Street, facing east. In the distance is 


East Mohawk Place and a portion of the Mohawk Site (A) (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph B-8. Pearl Street from near the northeast comer of the existing Buffalo 
Convention Center, facing south. Note one of the spires from Richard Upjohn's St. 
Paul's Episcopal Cathedral in the distance (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph B-9. Franklin Street from Court Street with the existing Buffalo Convention 
Center at right, facing north (PCI 2001). 



Photograph B-10. Franklin Street from just north of West Mohawk, facing south. Note 
the southwest comer of the National Register listed YMCA Building to the extreme left 
and the existing Buffalo Convention Center to the left (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph B-12. West Genesee Street from the existing Buffalo Convention Center, 
facing southwest. Note Niagara Square, the McKinley Monument and City Hall in the 
distance. A section of the north elevation of the Buffalo State Office Building is to the 
left, while the Statler Hotel is partially visible at right (PCI 2001). 


Panamerican Consultants, Inc. B-8 Proposed Convention Center Phase IA 


B-182 








































Photograph B-13. East elevation of 450 Main Street, 
facing northwest (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph B-19. South and east elevations of 496 Main Street, facing northwest (PCI 
2001). _ 
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Photograph B-20. The National Register eligible L.L. 
Berger Building at 500-518 Main Street, facing southwest 
(PCI 2001). 
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Photograph B-21. East side of Pearl Street from Court Street, facing northeast (PCI 
2001). , 



Photograph B-22. West elevation of 255 Pearl Street, facing east-northeast. This late 
nineteenth century commercial building is adjacent to the southern edge of the proposed 
Existing Buffalo Convention Center Site (B) (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph B-23. The Pearl Street elevation of 450 Main 
Street, at right, and the west elevation of 267 Pearl Street, 
facing northeast (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph B-25. Pearl Street elevations of 460 Main Street, 472-476 Main Street 
and 478 Main Street, facing southeast (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph B-26. The YMCA Building (ca. 1901-1902) at 304 Pearl Street showing 
the northern end of the existing Buffalo Convention Center in the path of the former 



Photograph B-27. Franklin Street elevation of 304 Pearl Street, facing northeast. Note 
northwest comer of the existing Buffalo Convention Center at right (PCI 2001). 
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Photograph B-28. Walkway between 304 Pearl Street 
and the exsiting Buffalo Convention Center, facing 
northeast. Note column from portico of YMCA Building to 
right of center, and the L.L. Berger Building in the distant 
background (PCI 2001). 
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Location of Waterfront Site C and photographic angles. 
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Photograph C-2. Waterfront Site (C)from east of Washington Street, facing southeast 
(PCI 2001). 
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Photograph C-3. Waterfront Site (Cj from Scott Street west of Michigan Avenue, facing 
southwest (PCI 2001). 



Photograph C-4. Waterfront Site (C) from Perry and Baltimore streets, facing 
northwest (PCI 2001). 


Panamerican Consultants, Inc. C-4 Proposed Convention Center Phase IA 


B-198 




























Panamerican Consultants, Inc. 


C-5 


Proposed Convention Center Phase IA 


B-199 

































Photograph C-7. Washington Street from Perry Street, facing north (PCI 2001). 



Photograph C-8. HSBC Atrium, Washington Street Elevation, facing northeast (PCI 
2001 ). 
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Buffalo Branch Office • 2390 Clinton Street '• Buffalo, NY 14227 • (716) 821-1650 • Fax (716) 821-1607 


MICHAEL A. CINQUINO, Ph.D. 

Senior Archaeologist, Senior Vice President 

EDUCATION 

Ph.D. Anthropology, State University of New York at Stony Brook, 1986 
M.A. Anthropology, State University of New York at Stony Brook, 1977 
B.A. Sociology, St. John Fisher College, Rochester, New York, 1971 

EXPERIENCE 

Dr. Cinquino is currently a Senior Archaeologist with Panamerican Consultants, Inc. (PCI) and 
director of the Buffalo (New York) Branch Office. He has served as project manager/ principal 
investigator on over 100 cultural resources projects throughout Western New York, New York, 
Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Puerto Rico, the U.S. Virgin Islands, and the United States. These 
projects include developments, natural gas pipelines, transportation projects, flood control projects 
for the Corps of Engineers, light rail rapid transit systems, industrial parks, wastewater treatment 
plants, fuel storage projects, interceptor sewers, a demolition project, construction monitoring, and 
U.S. military installations. In addition, he prepared numerous cultural resource sections for 
environmental assessment, impact statements, environmental resource documents, and cultural 
resource management plans and environmental audits. 

Dr. Cinquino has conducted cultural resource investigations Western New York since 1980. His 
most recent projects include serving a project director and Co-Principal Investigator (Archaeology) 
for the new Buffalo Convention Center EIS and Phase IA cultural resource investigation; Project 
Director to conduct archaeological monitored of the removal of overburden from the former 
Commercial Slip of the Erie Canal for the Empire State Development Corporation; Co-Principal 
Investigator for the Phase IA cultural resource survey for the Main-LaSalle Revitalization Project 
GEIS in Buffalo, New York to adopt a master land plan and zoning amendments; and Co-Principal 
Investigator for a 20-mile pipeline project from Buffalo to the Town of Eden for National Fuel 
Corporation. 

He is experienced at conducting cultural resource investigations on large-scale projects including 
corridor pipeline and highway projects, military installations, wastewater projects, etc. which often 
require detailed archival and historic map research, design of field methodology including predictive 
site modeling strategies, all phases of archaeological field investigations, documentation and report 
preparation. He has conducted investigations at military installations throughout the Eastern United 
States, Puerto Rico and in the Virgin Islands. 

Dr. Cinquino also has extensive regulatory experience on the federal and state levels as State 
Archaeologist and Review and Compliance Archaeologist for the Puerto Rico State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) and as a consultant for the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) directing the cultural resource review for the NYSDEC 


B-202 




permit program and SEQRA compliance. As an employee of Ebasco, he assisted in report reviews 
for the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 

He is a member of the Register of Professional Archaeologists and certified in Field Research and 
Archaeological Resource Management. He is also on the New York State SHPO’s list of 
archaeologists and a member of the New York Archaeological Council certified to conduct all 
phases of investigations in prehistoric and historic archaeology. Dr. Cinquino has completed the 
hazardous waste training course and is familiar with archaeological investigations in areas of 
potential hazard (e.g., hazardous materials, unexploded ordnance). 

REPRESENTATIVE PANAMERICAN CONSULTANTS, INC. EXPERIENCE 

Dr. Cinquino has served or is serving as Project Manager/Co-Principal Investigator of forty (50) 
projects for the New York District, Corps of Engineers including preparation of Cultural Resource 
Management Plans for the Picatinny Arsenal, Dover, New Jersey, Watervliet Arsenal in Albany 
County, and Fort Hamilton in Brooklyn, NY; a Cultural Resource Investigation for the Joseph G. 
Minish Passaic River Waterfront Park in northern New Jersey; and Phase I/ll archaeological 
investigations at the U.S. Military Academy at West Point, Seneca Army Depot. 

He served as project directorfor a Phase IB cultural resource investigation of the proposed 15-foot 
wide, roughly 35-mile long, fiber optic cable route right-of-way between the Town of Hudson, 
Columbia County, and the Town of Pleasant Valley, Dutchess County, New York. Prepared for 
Telergy, Inc., East Syracuse, NY, the investigation was conducted in compliance with the SEQRA, 
the State Historic Preservation Act (SHPA), and appropriate Federal legislation. Fieldwork was 
conducted according to the NYAC Standards for Archaeological Investigations. In addition. Dr. 
Cinquino is serving as co-principal investigator and project director for Phase IA/B cultural 
resources investigations for a proposed 26-mile fiber optic conduit between the City of Rensselaer 
through the remainder of Rensselaer County to the Massachusetts-New York state line, and for 
a Phase IA/B cultural resources investigations for a proposed 130-mile fiber optic conduit along 
Routes 22 and 684 from Stephentown, Rensselaer County, NY, to White Plains, NY, the eastern 
portion of New York State, parallel to the state’s borders with Massachusetts and Connecticut. 

Dr. Cinquino was principal investigator for the Phase I archaeological investigation of approximately 
1700 acres of Griffiss Air Force Base in Rome, Oneida County, NY and annexes in Niagara 
County, under contract to Tetra Tech, Inc. He also served as Principal Investigator for the 
subsequent Phase II investigation of 20 archaeological sites at Griffiss Air Force Base, Rome, NY 
to determine National Register eligibility of these resources. 

Dr. Cinquino serves as PCI’s Project Manager for pipeline projects conducted for National Fuel Gas 
Supply Corporation (NFGS) in Pennsylvania and New York (under contract to Northern Ecological 
Associates, Inc.). PCI’s recent projects for NFGS were a Phase I cultural resource investigation 
for the proposed Line X-M10 installation in the Town of Pendleton, Niagara County, NY; a Phase 
I cultural resource survey for the proposed Line S-43 replacement in the Summit Township, Erie 
County, Pennsylvania, and a Phase I cultural resource survey for the proposed Line K replacement 
in the Town of Orchard Park, Erie County, NY. 

ADDITIONAL EXPERIENCE 
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Dr. Cinquino was employed by Ebasco Environmental, Inc. as archaeologist. His responsibilities 
included providing technical support to FERC staff, reviewing cultural resource reports and 
preparing documentation for FERC certificated EISs and EAs. He conducted various cultural 
resource projects including serving as co-principal investigator for a Stage 1A Cultural Resource 
Survey, Olean Superfund Site, Cattaraugus County, NY. 

Puerto Rico State Historic Preservation Office (3 Years), San Juan, Puerto Rico 

Dr. Cinquino served as State Archaeologist and Review and Compliance Archaeologist for the 
PRSHPO. His responsibilities included direction of Review and Compliance Section for 
Archaeology, review of Stage IA, IB, II, and III cultural resource reports, environmental 
assessments and impact statements for compliance of federal preservation laws and regulations, 
initial project assessment to determine level of archeological investigation, review of archeological 
proposals to conduct site testing (Stage II) and data recovery/mitigation (Stage III) investigations, 
site inspection visits through the island, review of cultural resources for eligibility to the National 
Register of Historic Places. He helped develop and implement formal field investigation and report 
documentation standards at the PRSHPO and for the PR Advisory Council guidelines for local 
projects. 

He was the SHPO representative on the Advisory Council for the Protection of Terrestrial 
Archeological Patrimony of Puerto Rico, and Secretary for the Advisory Council for the 
Conservation and Investigation of Underwater Archeological Resource of Puerto Rico. These 
advisory councils were responsible for preparing archeological standards, reviewing archeological 
proposals for Stage II and Stage III intensive investigation, reviewing archaeological reports 
focusing on intensive archeological investigations, implementing Puerto Rican cultural resource 
laws and regulations, and reviewing and approving permits to conduct underwater salvage and 
archaeological investigations, and also acting as an arbitration committee for any disputes 
concerning cultural resources regulation or report review standards. He also served as PRSHPO 
representative to the Interagency Meeting for permit review held by the Corps of Engineers with 
EPA and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to assess permit applications and potential environmental 
effects. In addition, Dr. Cinquino conducted seminars for government agencies and municipality 
officials concerning archeological investigations, federal laws and regulation, and the federal 
compliance process. 

He served as Principal Investigator for the Ballaja Archaeological Project (for first six months of 
project). The Ballaja project was a Phase III archaeological data recovery of approximately a two- 
city block area for a three story underground parking facility and revitalization project in Old San 
Juan, Puerto Rico. His tasks, as principal investigator, included project organization, development 
of field strategy and methodology, and inspection and quality control of the field investigation. 

NY State Department of Environmental Conservation, Regulatory Affairs, Albany. 

He was employed as Archaeological Consultant/Director of Cultural Resource Review for State 
Permits. His responsibilities included direction, coordination, and management of the statewide 
Uniform Procedure Act's permit program for compliance with the State Historic Preservation Act 
and State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). Responsibilities included review of 300 to 
400 annual permit applications determining level of cultural resource survey, site testing, and 
mitigation required; critical report review, and, if required, State Register review (National Register 
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process); developed and implemented survey standards and guidelines for the program; conducted 
training sessions to educate statewide department personnel concerning cultural resource 
management and compliance with the State Historic Preservation Act and SEQRA; discussed 
cultural resource process and NYS permit regulations with applicants, consultants, and lawyers, 
and presented lectures to various interest groups. 

Ecology and Environment, Inc., Buffalo, New York (1980-1986) 

As Senior Archaeologist Dr. Cinquino’s responsibilities included conducting and directing 
archaeological field surveys and subsequent report preparation, project management, preparing 
technical proposals, manpower needs, and costing; conducting archival research and site file 
searches, and client relations including detailing their responsibilities in complying with New York 
State and Federal cultural resource laws. Conducted and directed field surveys in New York, 
Puerto Rico, New Jersey, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Massachusetts. Prepared cultural resource 
sections for environmental impact statements and environmental assessments for numerous 
projects throughout New York, Puerto Rico and the United States. Conducted cultural resource 
surveys for a diversity of projects including Buffalo’s rapid transit system, the Downtown Buffalo 
Sports Complex, municipal wastewater treatment projects, shopping malls, light industrial parks, 
natural gas transmission lines, and U.S. Naval installations. 
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BUFFALO • TUSCALOOSA • MEMPHIS • TAMPA 


Buffalo Branch Office • 2390 Clinton Street • Buffalo, NY 14227 • (716) 821-1650 • Fax (716) 821-1607 


CHRISTINE M. LONGIARU 
Field Supervisor/Staff Architectural Historian 

EDUCATION 

M.A'. Art History, State University Of New York at Buffalo, 1998 

Master’s Thesis: A History of Architectural Cast Iron in Buffalo, New York: 
1850-1900 

B.A. Anthropology and Art History, State University College at Buffalo, 1991 


EXPERIENCE 

Ms. Longiaru has more than twelve (12) years of archaeological excavation 
experience on prehistoric, historic period and urban sites and more than eight years 
experience researching and writing about American architecture and architects. She has 
extensive experience researching and discussing the architecture and archaeology of 
Western New York, including preparing more than 65 cultural resources reports for the 
New York State Museum (NYSM)/State Education Department’s (SED) Cultural Resource 
Survey Program (CRSP) and the New York State Department Transportation (NYSDOT). 
Currently Staff Architectural Historian with Panamerican Consultants, Inc. (July 2000- 
present), Ms. Longiaru’s duties include conducting field work and research, and writing 
reports related to historic architecture and Phase I cultural resource survey. She is 
experienced at conducting investigations on large-scale projects such as military 
installations and highway projects as well as for smaller, individual buildings and 
archaeological investigations. 

REPRESENTATIVE PANAMERICAN CONSULTANTS, INC. EXPERIENCE 

Most recently, Ms. Longiaru was the Architectural Historian for the Phase I Cultural 
Resource Investigation for Chautauqua Middle School, Town of Chautauqua, Chautauqua 
County, New York and for the Archival Documentation and Photography, General Motors 
Plant No. 5, GM Powertrain Tonawanda Engine Plant, Tonawanda, Erie County, New 
York. She conducted a Phase IA for the proposed Ellery Town Park, Town of Ellery, 
Chautauqua County, New York and prepared historical background information for the 
proposed Boston Assisted Living Facility, Town of Boston, Erie County, New York. She 
served as Co-principal Investigator and Architectural Historian for a Phase I cultural 
resource investigation of four cell towers for CellularONE and as Architectural Historian for 
the New York State Department of Transportation bridge replacement project for the Phase 
1A/B Archaeological and Architectural Reconnaissance Survey for PIN 5576.71.121, NY 
Route 16 Bridge Replacements, Ischua, Cattaraugus County, New York. She was the 
Architectural Historian for the Phase IA/1B Cultural Resource Investigations for the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service Wetlands Restoration Project in Central and Northern 
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New York. Prepared for the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). She served as Architectural Historian for the 
Phase IB Cultural Resources Investigation for the Village of Silver Creek Water System 
Improvements, Town of Hanover, Chautauqua County, New York. 

For the U.S. Army Medical Research Acquisition Activity (Fort Detrick, Maryland) Ms. 
Longiaru was project historian for an Integrated Cultural Resource Management Plan 
(ICRMP) for Fort Campbell, Kentucky and for the Cultural Resources Inventory and 
Evaluation for Proposed Automobile Technology Evaluation Facility and National Register 
Evaluation for Proposed Districts at Phillips Airfield, Aberdeen Proving Ground, Hartford 
County, Maryland. She assisted with the Cold War-period architectural inventories of Pine 
Bluff Arsenal, Jefferson County, Arkansas and of Umatilla Chemical Depot, Umatilla 
County, Oregon. 

For the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New York District, Ms. Longiaru served as 
Architectural Historian and Field Supervisor for the Review and Impact Assessment of the 
Master Plan for the West Point Elementary and Middle Schools United States Military 
Academy at West Point, Orange County, New York and for the National Register of Historic 
Places Eligibility Evaluation and Rehabilitation Design Review New Brick Housing Area 
United States Military Academy, West Point, Orange County, New York. 

Ms. Longiaru has served as a Architectural Historian for a number of 
telecommunication tower projects that include: the Phase I Cultural Resources 
Investigation forthe Proposed Crown Castle Cellular Communications Tower, Kanona Site 
on Campbell Creek Road, Town of Bath, Steuben County, New York (OPRHP# 00PR4970) 
and the Photographic Documentation for the Proposed Crown Castle South Avoca Site 
Cell Tower Project 4832 Nipher Road, Town Of Bath, Steuben County, New York 
(OPRHP# 00PR4574). 

During the winter of2000-2001, Ms. Longiaru was a Field Supervisor for the archaeological 
monitoring of the bulk excavation of the Commercial Slip of the historic Erie Canal, Buffalo, 
New York. 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND ARCHITECTURAL SURVEY EXPERIENCE 
Private Consultant, 2000 

Principal Investigator for the Architectural Reconnaissance Survey of the Proposed 
Reinvestment of the General Motors Powertrain Group Tonawanda Engine Plant 
Expansion, 280 and 244 Vulcan Street, Tonawanda, Erie County New York (00PR1166). 

Archaeological Survey of the State University of New York (SUNY) at Buffalo, 

Amherst, NY (May 1993-July 2000) 

Research Analyst—Crew Chief (Architectural History/Historic Archaeology). As staff 
architectural historian, Ms. Longiaru conducted and oversaw all aspects of architectural 
surveys for cultural resources reconnaissance investigations for SUNY at Buffalo 
Archaeological Survey under contract to, the NYSDOT as part of their Section 106 
compliance. For each transportation project, which ranged in type and scale from small 
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bridge replacements in rural areas to large-scale urban projects involving overtwo hundred 
(200) properties, she assessed potential impacts to all properties and historical resources. 
Each recommended NRE property was thoroughly researched and documented. 

Ms. Longiaru supervised a small staff of researchers who assisted in the preparation of 
background research for establishing historic contexts. She was involved with every aspect 
of report production. Her editorial responsibilities included final review of the historic 
background and context. 

As crew chief for Phase IB archaeological field investigations, Ms. Longiaru directed a 
small group of field technicians during field investigations for cultural resources projects. 
Her other archaeological experience includes monitoring road construction for historic 
period resources, such as plank roads. In addition, she has archaeology-related lab 
experience, including historic period artifact analysis, soil flotation and artifact curation for 
the Marion E. White Museum, Department of Anthropology, SUNY Buffalo. 

SELECTED WORK in the CITY OF BUFFALO, ERIE COUNTY, NEW YORK 

From December 2000 though January 2001, Ms. Longiaru was a Field Supervisor for the 
archaeological monitoring by Panamerican Consultants, Inc. of the bulk excavation of the 
Commercial Slip of the Erie Canal, Buffalo, Erie County, New York. 

In 2000, She served as Architectural Historian and Field Supervisor for the Carroll Street 
Freight House (USN 02940.023440), Addendum Archaeological Reconnaissance Survey 
of PIN 5754.55.121, Replacement of the Michigan Avenue Bridge (BIN 2260610) over the 
Conrail Railroad Tracks and Exchange Street, City of Buffalo, Erie County, New 
York.Reports of the Archaeological Survey (Vol. 32, No.5). Department of Anthropology 
State University of New York at Buffalo. 

In 1998, she served as Architectural Historian for the Preliminary Archaeological and 
Architectural Reconnaissance Survey of PIN 5754.55.121, Replacement of the Michigan 
Avenue Bridge (BIN 2260610) overthe Conrail Railroad Tracks and Exchange Street, City 
of Buffalo, Erie County, New York. Reports of the Archaeological Survey (Vol. 30, No. 31). 
Department of Anthropology State University of New York at Buffalo. 

\ 

In 1998, she served as Architectural Historian for the Archaeological and Architectural 
Reconnaissance Survey of PIN 5754.43.121, Reconstruction and Widening of Hertel 
Avenue, from Delaware Avenue to Starin Avenue, City of Buffalo, Erie County, New York. 
RAS 30 (1). Department of Anthropology State University of New York at Buffalo. 

In 1996, she served as Architectural Historian for the Cultural Reconnaissance Survey of 
PIN5034.93.101, Reconstruction of Main Street (NY Route 5), City of Buffalo, Erie County, 
NY. RAS 28 (8). Department of Anthropology State University of New York at Buffalo. 

In 1994-1995, served as a Field Technician for the Marine Midland Arena’s Miley Site 
(USN 02940.019631) and for the Martin Phillips Site (USN 02940.019633). 
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Buffalo Branch Office • 2390 Clinton Street • Buffalo, NY 14227 • (716) 821-1650 • Fax (716) 821-1607 


MARK A. STEINBACK 
Historian 

EDUCATION 

M.A. Local and Regional History, State University of New York at Albany, 1987 
B.A. History (with Honors), State University of New York at Albany, 1985 

EXPERIENCE 

Mr. Steinback is currently Historian for Panamerican Consultants, Inc. (PCI) and director of report 
and proposal production at the Buffalo (New York) Branch office. He has over ten (10) years 
experience conducting historic period and archival research and analysis. His experience includes 
preparing summaries of local ethnohistoric and historic period background and assessing historic 
period site sensitivities and significance for various cultural resource and archaeological projects. 
These investigations include preparation of historic period background of project sites; archival, 
documentary, ethnohistoric, and cartographic research; prehistoric and historic site file analysis; 
relevant federal and state census and deed research; arid preparation of written evaluations for 
inclusion in archaeological and cultural resources reports. 

He is experienced at conducting historical and archival research for large-scale projects including 
U.S. military installations (e.g., the Air Force, Army, Marine and Navy) pipeline/corridor projects, 
and flood control projects, which often require detailed archival and historical map research, design 
of research questions as part of field methodologies, and report preparation (including Historic 
American Engineering Record [HAERj-level documentation). In addition, he has more than seven 
(7) years editorial experience and has edited more than thirty (30) cultural resource, archaeological, 
structural, and environmental assessment reports for both public and private sector clients. 

Between 1991 and 1995 Mr. Steinback taught courses in American History and Western Civilization 
at Schenectady County Community College, Schenectady, New York, as an adjunct history 
instructor. His early research interests focused on the development and practice of mercantilist 
theory as it concerned English colonization of North America and the Caribbean. Later research 
interests involved the industrialization of America from the 1840s through the 1920s with a special 
focus on socio-cultural history of workers and their responses to industrialization, immigration and 
urbanization. He is a member of the Organization of American Historians. 

REPRESENTATIVE PANAMERICAN CONSULTANTS, INC. EXPERIENCE 

For the New York District Corps of Engineers, Mr. Steinback conducted background and archival 
research and prepared the historic period background for eight (8) projects at the United States 
Military Academy (USMA) at West Point, Orange County, New York. These projects included six 
(6) Phase I cultural resource surveys (the Stony Lonesome Child Development Center, the Stony 
Lonesome One-Stop Shopping Center [PX], the Cat Hollow Swamp/Beaver Pond Timber Harvest, 
the proposed Long Pond/Stillwell Lake Timber Harvest, the proposed Firebreak 2 Timber Harvest, 
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and the proposed Turkey Mountain Timber Harvest), one Phase II survey (the Stony Lonesome 
PX), and one Phase III data recovery project (Revolutionary War Hut Site #6). In addition, he 
conducted documentary research and prepared a written historical context for the draft 
environmental impact statement for the proposed renovation of the Arvin Physical Development 
Center at the USMA 

For the U.S. Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence (under subcontract to Tetra Tech, Inc.), 
Mr. Steinback conducted archival and background research and prepared the historic period 
overview section of the report for the Phase I archaeological investigation at Griffiss Air Force 
Base, Rome, New York. He also conducted intensive archival and documentary research and 
prepared the site-specific historic discussion section for the Phase II archaeological investigation 
of 20 sites at Griffiss Air Force Base. He also edited the draft and final reports of the Phase II. In 
1997, he prepared the site-specific historic discussion for the Phase II investigation at PCI Site 3 
at Griffiss Air Force Base and edited the draft report. In 1999 he edited the report discussing the 
archaeological monitoring investigation of NYSHPO A06541.000438 (an historic period 
archaeological site) at the former Griffiss AFB (under contract to Peer Consulting). 

Recently, Mr. Steinback’s has served as project historian for more than twenty (20) local, western 
New York projects for which he has conducted historical, background and environmental research 
and prepared and/or edited. These reports include: the Phase IA for the new Buffalo Convention 
Center, Phase IA for the New York Power Authority repermitting project, a Phase IA/B for the 
proposed Eden Water District #4, Town of Eden, Erie County, New York for R & D Engineering: 
a Phase I for the proposed Line X-M10 installation. Town of Pendleton, Niagara County, New York 
for National Fuel Gas Supply Corporation, Buffalo; a Phase IA/B for the Belmont Senior Apartments 
on Indian Church Road, Town of West Seneca, Erie County, New York for Belmont Shelter Corp.; 
a Phase IA/B and Phase II for the proposed housing facility at 575 Cayuga Creek Road, Town of 
Cheektowaga, Erie County, New York for Peregrine Companies: a Phase I for the proposed 
Genesee Valley Central School, Belmont, Town of Amity, Allegeny County, New York for 
Nussbaumer & Clarke, Inc.; a Phase I for the proposed Model City clay mine, Town of Lewiston, 
Niagara County, New York for Benchmark Environmental Engineering & Science, PLLC; a Phase 
I and II for the Town of Lockport proposed sewer project, Niagara County, New York for Wendel 
Design; a Phase I for the South Lake Village Student Housing Site, North Campus, SUNY at 
Buffalo, Town of Amherst, Erie County, New York for Foit-AIbert Associates; and a Phase IA for 
the proposed Soulstice Convention Center, Town of Pomfret, Chautauqua County, New York for 
R&D Engineering, P.C. 

For the Savannah District Corps of Engineers, he has conducted background and archival research 
in preparation for the development of a Historical and Archaeological Resources Protection Plan 
(HARP) for the Beaufort-Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort, South Carolina. The focus of the 
research was pre-installation land use activities. In addition, he has conducted archival and 
documentary research for Phase II investigations at six selected historic period and prehistoric 
archaeological sites at the U.S. Marine Corps Recruit Depot, Parris Island, South Carolina. He 
prepared the historic period discussion for these documents. 

Since 1996, Mr. Steinback has also conducted historic research and prepared reports involving 
numerous local (Buffalo-area) projects, including a Phase IA cultural resources survey for the Main- 
LaSalle Revitalization Project (GEIS), City of Buffalo, New York for Phenix Environmental, Inc.; a 
Phase IA/B cultural resource survey for the proposed Images West Subdivision, Town of Greece, 
Monroe County, New York for LaDieu Associates P.C.; a Phase IA cultural resources survey for 
Woodlawn Beach, Erie County, New York for URS Greiner; a Phase I cultural resource survey for 
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the Marczak Property, Union Road, Cheektowaga, New York; a Phase IA for the Quaker Road 
Retail Development, East Aurora, New York for Benderson Development Company, Inc.; a Phase 
IA for the proposed Cayuga Road Sports Complex, Town of Cheektowaga, New York for TVGA 
Engineering, Surveying, P.C.;a Phase IA for the proposed Ellicott Creek Trailway Extension, 
Audubon Recreation Area, Town of Amherst, New York for URS Greiner Woodward Clyde; a 
Phase I for the proposed waterline construction for the Town of Newstead Water District #5, Erie 
County, New York for Wendel Design; and two Phase IA for the Chautauqua County Department 
of Public Facilities (the proposed Chadakoin Riverfront Park and Waterway Trail, Town of Ellicott 
and the proposed property acquisition adjacent to the Chautauqua County Airport, Town of Ellicott). 

For the New York District Corps of Engineers, Mr. Steinback conducted background research and 
prepared the historic period and environmental background sections for the archaeological and 
historic structures investigation of selected sites within the Fort Hamilton Military Reservation, Fort 
Hamilton, Brooklyn, New York. He was also principal historian for cultural resource investigations 
of the Morris Canal Right-of-Way for the Joseph G. Minish Passaic River Waterfront Park and 
Historic Area, Newark, New Jersey, under subcontract to Northern Ecological Associates, Inc. 

For the New York District, USACE, Mr. Steinback has conducted research and written historic 
period background sections for the Phase I survey at the airfield area at Seneca Army Depot 
Activities, Romulus, New York, and for the Phase I survey of the Upper Basin of the Green Brook 
Flood Control Project, Union and Somerset Counties, New Jersey, and its addendum for the Stony 
Brook Sub-Basin. He also edited the final report for each of the above mentioned projects. 

For the Jacksonville District, USACE, Mr. Steinback edited the report for cultural resource survey 
of the Rio Ojo de Agua flood protection project in the Municipio of Aguadilla, Puerto Rico, and the 
report for the cultural resource survey of the Rio Loco flood protection project in the Municipio of 
Guanica, Puerto Rico. 

For the New York District Corps of Engineers, Mr. Steinback prepared historic period overviews 
and compiled environmental and relevant background information for inclusion in integrated cultural 
resource management plans (ICRMPs) for Watervliet Arsenal, Albany County, New York, the 
Rotterdam Housing Areas (of Watervliet Arsenal), Schenectady County, New York, Fort Hamilton, 
Brooklyn, New York, and Picatinny Arsenal, Dover, New Jersey. 

In 1996, Mr. Steinback co-authored the Research Design: Phase I Cultural Resources Survey of 
Civil War and Postbellum Sites (1862-1892) for U.S. Marine Corps Recruit Depot at Parris Island, 
South Carolina for Savannah District Corps of Engineers. In 1997, he conducted additional archival 
and background research and prepared the historic period write-up for Phase II archaeological 
investigations of six (6) sites at the Marine Corps Recruit Depot at Parris Island and for the 
historical and archaeological resources protection plan for the Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort, 
SC. 

In 1997, Mr. Steinback conducted archival research and prepared the historic discussion for the 
Phase II cultural resources site mitigation for the Proposed One-Stop Shopping Center (PX) at the 
USMA, West Point, New York, for the Phase III archaeological mitigation of Revolutionary War Hut 
#6 (USMA-81) at the USMA, and for the Phase I cultural resource investigation for the Long Pond- 
Stillwell Lake Timber Harvest at the USMA. In addition, he prepared the historic period background 
sections for an architectural study of 23 bridges and 159 flood proofing/buy-out structures for the 
Green Brook Flood Control Project, Middlesex, Union, and Somerset Counties, New Jersey, and 
for an architectural assessment of structures and potential historic districts at Picatinny Arsenal, 
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Panamerican Consultants, lnc.*2390 Clinton St* Buffalo, NY 14227 *(716) 821-1650 *Fax(716)821-1607 


FRANK J. SCHIEPPATI, Ph.D. 
Senior Archaeologist 


EDUCATION 

Ph.D. (1983), M.A. (1978), B.A. (1976), Anthropology, State University of New York at 
Buffalo 

Phi Beta Kappa, Omicron Chapter, SUNY/Buffalo, 1976; Graduate Magna cum Laude, 
SUNY/Buffalo, 1976; New York State Regents War Service Scholarship, 1973-1977; Four- 
year graduate research/teaching assistantship with stipend at SUNY/Buffalo. 

EXPERIENCE 

Dr. Schieppati is currently a Senior Archaeologist with the Buffalo Branch Office of Panamerican 
Consultants, Inc. (PCI) (September 1996-present). He is experienced in all phases of the cultural 
resources management process and has managed both small and large-scale projects including 
wastewater collection and treatment systems, water transmission and distribution systems, 
highways, flood control projects, urban archaeological investigations, utility pipelines, housing and 
commercial developments, and hazardous waste remediation projects. For example, he completed 
two Phase IA and a Phase IB surveys for two hazardous waste remediation projects (one is a 
Federal Superfund) in Niagara County for Conestoga-Rovers and Associates. He has authored 
over seventy (90) cultural resources management reports for various clients including the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the USEPA, the New York State Museum, the New York 
Department of Transportation, the New York Department of Environmental Conservation 
(NYSDEC), municipalities and utilities throughout New York State, as well as engineering firms and 
other private organizations. 

During his career, Dr. Schieppati has served as Director of Environmental Services for the City of 
Niagara Falls, New York (1992-96). As the city’s principal environmental officer, he directed a 
small staff of environmental professionals charged with the oversight of all environmental issues 
where the city had interest or regulatory authority. He directed the operation, planning, and 
application of the city’s Geographic Information System (GIS), and served as the City’s 
preservation planner. Dr. Schieppati has also worked for the NYSDEC, most recently as Senior 
Environmental Analyst in Buffalo, New York (1991-92), where he served as project manager for 
interdisciplinary reviews of environmental permit applications and reviewed a variety of 
environmental documents (EISs, EIDs and EAs), SEQRA' permitting process, among other 
responsibilities. He also worked as an Environmental Specialist (Cultural Resources) at the Central 
Office in Albany (1983-91). 

REPRESENTATIVE PANAMERICAN CONSULTANTS, INC. EXPERIENCE 

Dr. Schieppati has served as Project Director or Principal Investigator for at least 50 local (Buffalo 
area) cultural resources or environmental projects, including Phase IA survey and EIS for the Main- 
LaSalle Revitalization Project GEIS, City of Buffalo; Phase IA surveys for the proposed Cayuga 
Road Sports Complex, Town of Cheektowaga, New York; for the proposed Ellicott Creek Trailway 
Extension, Town of Amherst, New York; and for the Woodlawn Beach State Park Improvements, 
Town of Hamburg, New York; and Phase IA/IB surveys for the National Fuel Gas Line K 
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Realignment, Town of Orchard Park, New York; for the proposed French Road Development in 
West Seneca, New York; for proposed waterline construction in the District #5, Town of Newstead, 
New York; and for the proposed Quaker Road Retail Development, East Aurora, New York. His 
is serving as assistant project manager on PCI’s service contract with Niagara Mohawk Power 
Corporation. Dr. Schieppati also prepared a Generic Environmental Assessment for the Niagara 
Falls International Airport for the Niagara Frontier Transportation Authority. He most recently 
served as Senior Archaeologist for the new Buffalo Convention Center E1S and Phase IA cultural 
resource investigation; and Senior Archaeologist on the archaeological monitored of the removal 
of overburden from the former Commercial Slip of the Erie Canal for the Empire State Development 
Corporation. 

Dr. Schieppati recently completed or is serving as principal investigator on five fiber optic project 
including a Phase IB cultural resource investigation for a 35-mile long fiber optic cable route east 
of the Hudson River between the Towns of Hudson and Pleasant Valley, New York, for Telergy, 
Inc.; a Phase IA and Phase IB investigation for the New York portion (approximately 83 miles) of 
a proposed Cleveland-to-Buffalo fiber optic cable line for Parsons Brinckerhoff Network Services, 
Inc. and Kiewit Construction; a Phase lAand Phase IB cultural resource survey for 25 miles of fiber 
optic lines in Rensselaer County, NY to the Massachusetts border for Telergy, Inc. (The second 
phase of the project will include an additional 25 miles in Massachusetts); Phase IA in Oswego, NY 
for Telergy. Inc. 

For the New York District, USACE, Dr. Schieppati has served as Preservation Planner for four 
Cultural Resources Management Plans (CRMPs): Watervliet and Picatinny Arsenals, Rotterdam 
Housing, and Fort Hamilton. He has also served as Principal Investigatoron three Phase I surveys, 
two Phase II investigations and a Phase III data recovery project at the U.S. Military Academy, 
West Point, Orange County, New York, as well as Phase IB investigations at Picatinny Arsenal, 
Morris County, New Jersey. In addition,. Dr. Schieppati has been the Principal investigator for 
Phase II investigations for the Joseph G. Minish Passaic River Waterfront Park project of the Morris 
Canal right-of-way, Newark, New Jersey, and fora Phase I/ll cultural resources investigation at the 
Robert E. Lee House, Fort Hamilton, Brooklyn, New York. 


CAREER HISTORY 

Director of Environmental Services, City of Niagara Falls, New York (1992-96). As the city’s 
principal environmental officer Dr. Schieppati directed a small staff of environmental professionals 
charged with the oversight of all environmental issues where the city had interest or regulatory 
authority. He directed the operation, planning, and application of the city’s Geographic Information 
System (GIS), supervised the review of all City actions and approvals for potential environmental 
impacts, served as the City’s preservation planner, and acted as recycling coordinator. Dr. 
Schieppati produced the City’s first solid waste management plan, devised a plan for composting 
municipal yard, and coordinated the City’s household hazardous waste day. He served as 
community ratings system coordinator (flood plain management), acted as the city’s demographer 
and conducted research on population and census data, served as emergency response 
coordinator and supervised enforcement and issued citations relative to the city’s Clean 
Neighborhoods and other ordinances. He represented the city on the PRP Steering Committee 
for the Niagara County Refuse Disposal Superfund Site and sat on the board of the Love Canal 
Area Revitalization Agency (Treasurer, 1995).. While with the city, Dr. Schieppati performed the 
lithic analysis on two Phase III mitigations for prehistoric sites in the Towns of Amherst and 
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Cheektowaga. The sites were being impacted by the construction of a Wal-Mart and a county 
overflow retention facility. He also authored the Phase IA survey for the Niagara County Refuse 
Disposal (Superfund) Site. 

After leaving the city and just prior to joining PCI, Dr. Schieppati conducted a Phase IB survey for 
the Niagara County Refuse Site to examine an archaeologically sensitive, remnant glacial drumlin. 
He conducted a Phase IA survey for the Gratwick-Riverside Park, another hazardous waste site 
(City of North Tonawanda), that focused primarily on assessing the aesthetic impacts of the 
remediation project on the Niagara River. He also conducted a Phase II survey on suspected 
historic period sites in the City of Niagara Falls. The sites will be impacted by construction 
associated with an affordable housing project. 

Senior Environmental Analyst, New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, 
Region 9, Buffalo, New York (1991-92). In this position, Dr. Schieppati served as project manager 
for interdisciplinary reviews of environmental permit applications relating to air emissions, stream 
disturbances, excavation and fill activities, water supply and transmission projects, flood plain 
development, the State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (SPDES), freshwater wetland 
impacts, activities within coastal erosion hazard areas, and water quality certifications. He served 
as advisor to other project managers on issues relating to the State and National Historic 
Preservation Acts (SHPA/NHPA), administered the State Environmental Review Process 
associated with the State Revolving Loan Fund for Water Pollution Control Projects, and served 
as Terminal Manager and Computer Coordinator. He reviewed Environmental Impact Statements, 
Environmental Information Documents, Environmental Assessment Forms, and Requests for Lead 
Agency Status within the framework of, and in compliance with, the State Environmental Quality 
Review Act (SEQRA), as well as a variety of other SEQRA reviews. 

Environmental Specialist (Cultural Resources), New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation, Central Office, Albany, New York (1983-91). In this position, Dr. Schieppati’s 
primary responsibilities included the review and oversight of the cultural resources management 
aspects, within the framework of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), of the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency’s construction grants program (Clean Water Act) in New York 
State (e.g. the New York grant in 1985 was about one-half billion dollars). He conducted reviews 
of Agency direct actions (unit management plans, timber sales, land acquisitions, etc.). Local 
Waterfront Revitalization and Development Plans, and Environmental Impact Statements through 
the internal SEQR committee. 

While with the NYSDEC in Albany, Dr. Schieppati conducted approximately thirty cultural resources 
surveys. These surveys included all phases of cultural resources work from Phase IA to preparing 
National Register Nominations, MOAs, and effect documentation. 

Dr. Schieppati also served on a number of special task forces while with the NYSDEC including: 
The Hudson River PCB Dredging and Encapsulation Project (Sponsor Group), Low Level 
Radioactive Waste Site (Site Selection Task Force), The Half-Moon Cogeneration Project (EIS 
Review), Fort Drum Study Group, and Utility Line Undergrounding Task Force, 

Dr. Schieppati also conducted two special research studies with the support of the NYSDEC and the 
USEPA. The first was a cost-benefit analysis of cultural resources survey conducted in New York 
between 1975 arid 1985 under the construction grants program. The second was the development 
of an empirical model of prehistoric archaeological site location for an area encompassing Livingston 
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County, New York. The resulting mathematical model was constructed through a statistical analysis 
of a location's associated environmental variables (soils, topography, hydrology, etc.). The project 
was a pilot study that was to be the first step in developing a state-wide model. 

Project Director, SUNY/Buffalo Archaeological Survey (1980-83). Dr. Schieppati’s duties at the 
Archaeological Survey included the direction of all phases of cultural resources surveys dealing 
with both the historic and prehistoric periods, as well as architectural surveys and bridge 
inventories. In addition, for five months in 1980, Dr. Schieppati was Assistant Field Director for the 
Survey conducting a Stage I and II archaeological and architectural surveys of the proposed Rte 
31 relocation (two 1,000 ft corridors, 17 miles long) in Wayne County, NY for the NYSDOT (PIN 
3037.00). He was a field assistant in the 1975 Highway Program. 

ADDITIONAL/SPECIAL SKILLS 

Land surveying and cartography; expertise in the following microcomputer software packages: 
Windows and MS-DOS, ENABLE (integrated); Lotus 1-2-3, Excel, Quattro Pro (spreadsheets); 
dBase III+, IV and FoxBase (databases); WordPerfect and Word; Harvard Graphics (presentation 
graphics); SURFER (3-D graphics and cartography); ProDesign II and DRAFIX CAD ULTRA 
(CADD/CAM); Bitcom, Procomm II, and SmartCom (communications); Cameo, Aloha, Marplot and 
EIS (emergency response programs); and a working knowledge of ArcView and ATLAS GIS. 
Knowledge of Arc/Info GIS software. 
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C. Economic Impacts 


would be required to generate the annual incremental economic 
impacts on or benefits to the region. This section provides an 
estimate of the economic return on the taxpayer’s dollar associ¬ 
ated with the various convention center alternatives. 

Economic return is defined here in the broadest sense as the return 
on social capital that considers all quantifiable costs and benefits of 
running the convention center, regardless of who pays the costs or 
enjoys the benefits. E & E examined the expected economic im¬ 
pact or stimulus from the convention center alternatives from an 
economy-wide perspective. 

The convention center is a form of public investment that has the 
ability to act as an economic catalyst by importing spending to our 
region. The analysis considers the net economic impact of operat¬ 
ing the convention center on the state economy. The economy¬ 
wide perspective is the most comprehensive measure of the cen¬ 
ter’s impact and has been used in cost-benefit analyses to examine 
the role of the government in directly facilitating economic activ¬ 
ity . 1 To solely examine the fiscal return of the convention center 
investment in terms of projected tax revenues would not acknowl¬ 
edge the convention center’s ability to add wealth to our economic 
base as measured by regional gross domestic product. This meas¬ 
ure is the broadest measure of economic activity.. As one analyst 
has commented, “Hence a proper evaluation of a public investment 
differs significantly from the purely profit-oriented evaluation of a 
normal private investment. The latter requires only that direct con¬ 
sumer benefits exceed costs so that the firm can charge prices in 
excess of average costs and thereby earn a profit. By contrast, in 
evaluating a public investment, one must take into account the ad¬ 
ditional net benefits that accrue in other industries due to the mul¬ 
tiplier effect .” 2 

C.2 Assumptions Employed - Convention 
Center Demand and Financial Projections 
C.2.1 Demand Projections and Assumptions on 
Convention Center Patronage 

The demand and financial projections will be described first be¬ 
cause they form the basis for the annual recurring economic im¬ 
pacts of convention center operations. The updated demand pro¬ 
jections form the basis for both the financial projections and the 


1 See Edward M. Gramlich, “A Guide to Benefit-Cost Analysis - 2 nd Edition”, 
P-8. 

2 See Roger G. Noll and Andrew Zimbalist, Editors, “Sports, Jobs & Taxes”, 

pp. 60-61. 1 



C. Economic Impacts 

expected increase in annual out-of-town attendance after the new 
center is constructed. The updated demand projections were 
1 formed based on assessing September 11 th ’s impact on tourism and 
the recession as well as considering expectations for a recovery. In 
addition, long-term factors affecting the region were also evalu¬ 
ated. The demand projections acknowledge the recession’s impact 
on regional economic activity and the declining trends in both con¬ 
vention events and attendance since 1997. In light of recent events, 
the EIS also reviewed trends in regional economic growth as 
measured by employment, population, and tourist patronage. The 
consideration of the following factors is responsive to critics, such 
as Professor Sanders, who assert that convention center impact es¬ 
timates often are not linked to trends in economic activity when 
considering demand and patronage estimates (Sanders 1999). 

In forming assumptions concerning convention center demand and 
future patronage, both macro-level or economy-wide and micro¬ 
level (facility-specific) indicators were examined. 

Macro-Level Indicators 

To assess the overall health of the regional economy, the year-to- 
year change in total non-farm employment was evaluated for the 
Buffalo region. Employment is the source of household incomes. 
Companies laying off workers are also less likely to spend money 
on advertising and sponsor conventions and meetings. Further¬ 
more, discretionary household spending that would normally be 
available for household attendance at conventions, meetings, and 
tradeshows may also be cut back during this period of lower eco¬ 
nomic activity. 
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C. Economic Impacts 


The charfabove shows the year-to-year growth in non-farm payroll 
employment for Buffalo (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
http://www.bls.gov/eag/eag.ny_buffalo.htm). The chart confirms 
the contraction in regional economic activity. Employment growth 
in Buffalo has been slowing considerably since mid-1999. 

The data for 2001 reflects an average for the year to October. The 
chart shows that for 2001 through October, employment levels fell 
by almost half a percent compared to the previous year. Expecta¬ 
tions for a rebound in economic activity in our region vary with 
some economists predicting a recovery happening in the second 
quarter of 2002. 

Hotel Market Conditions 

To gauge the impact of September 11 th and the current recession on 
tourist patronage, the EIS also reviewed data on the hotel market 
for Erie County. Hotel occupancy rates and revenue per available 
room are two indicators or barometers of hotel market health and 
reflect the level of tourist activity as well as corporate patronage. 
The following chart shows the hotel occupancy rate for the last 
several years for Erie County (Smith Travel Research, Standard 
Historical Trend, Erie County, January 2000 - October 2001, 
courtesy of CVB.) 

The chart reflects the decline in hotel occupancy following the 
September 11 th disaster. However, even before September 11 th , 
hotel occupancy in 2001 was consistently lower than the levels ex¬ 
perienced in 2000. The chart shows that the hotel market was af¬ 
fected by the regional economic slowdown even before the Sep¬ 
tember 11 th disaster. The disaster served to exacerbate the existing 
weak market conditions. The data since September 2001 show that 
hotel occupancy rates continue to lag behind previous years that 
experienced relatively stronger economic growth. Surveys of hos¬ 
pitality and tourist professionals expect hotel markets to be slow in 
recovering. Cities with weak population growth, such as Buffalo, 
are expected to recover relatively more slowly than other markets. 
(WSJ, October 17, 2001, “Lodging Markets Seen Recovering - 
Slowly”). 
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Because the EIS also considers the impacts flowing from the con¬ 
struction of a headquarters quality hotel, the following hotel analy¬ 
sis has also been included because it is relevant to the relationship 
between tourist demand and hotel market conditions. The analysis 
is also relevant to the financing of convention center operations 
because the center deficit is financed from hotel tax revenues. 


The following chart shows the impact of the recent economic 
slowdown and the September 11 th disaster on a measure of hotel 
financial performance called Revenue Per Available Room 
(REVPAR). REVPAR is calculated by dividing total hotel reve¬ 
nues by the supply of hotel rooms. Available hotel rooms are cal¬ 
culated by taking the census of rooms in Erie County and multi¬ 
plying this figure by the number of days in the particular month. 
REVPAR is a measure of price and occupancy and accounts for 
recent additions to the hotel room inventory. The source of the 
data is Smith Travel Research. 
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C. Economic Impacts 


REVPAR = Hotel Revenue / Room Supply ■ Erie County 
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The chart shows that REVPAR fell quite sharply in September due 
to the events of September 11 th . Furthermore, the October 2001 
rebound is still appreciably lower than last year’s REVPAR level. 



Hotel revenues are quite sensitive to fluctuations in occupancy 
rates. The relationship between REVPAR and hotel occupancy is 
depicted in the following chart. The chart shows that a 10% 
change in hotel occupancy results in a 22.5% or $9.37 change in 
REVPAR. 

In sum, the above charts indicate that the September 11 th disaster 
and the recession have appreciably weakened hotel revenue per¬ 
formance compared to 2000. A recent study of nationwide hotel 
industry performance found that many hotels are expected to have 
difficulty meeting debt service payments next year. The study was 
based on the financial statements of 3,300 hotels nationwide and 
found that REVPAR is expected to fall by 9.1% in 2002 (Wall 
Street Journal, “More Hotels Won’t Be Able to Pay Debt From 
Operations, Study Says”, October 29, 2001) 
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C. Economic Impacts 


} 


Scatter Plot of REVPAR versus Hotel Occupancy Rate (%) 



Air Traffic 

Air traffic, measured by total passengers coming into and leaving 
the Buffalo Niagara International Airport, had been trending up¬ 
wards prior to September 11 th . The airport expansion and the ad¬ 
dition of new lower-cost carriers had succeeded in boosting traffic 
However, passenger volume was severely affected by the Septem¬ 
ber 11 th incident. While traffic has rebounded since September 
11 th , it is still lower than the levels experienced in the last two 
years. The following chart displays the trends through October of 
2001 . 


Total Passengers • Buffalo Niagara International Airport. 
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Source: NFTA, Buffalo Niagara International Airport 
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C. Economic Impacts 

i 

Micro-Level Indicators 

Several themes formed the basis for the updated demand projec¬ 
tions. The first theme relates to the new convention center result¬ 
ing in higher effective utilization by providing the ability to host 
concurrent events as one event is being taken down and the next 
event is being installed. The ability to stage events is expected to 
smooth out the variation in annual attendance and allow for more 
level usage throughout the year. In addition, the larger main ex¬ 
hibit hall will provide the ability to host events with higher average 
attendance than the existing facility. Incremental attendance will 
also be boosted by the new convention center’s ability to more ef¬ 
fectively accommodate various groups and events associated with 
an updated facility. It is assumed that the new convention center 
will also allow Buffalo to compete for new larger events on a 
higher per-square-foot scale. 

The projections were carried out over a 10-year period and ac¬ 
knowledge the impacts of collateral economic development activity 
that has already been planned for the downtown Buffalo and sur¬ 
rounding area. These latter developments, such as'the Adelphia 
headquarters project. Inner Harbor restoration, cultural amenities 
restorations (e.g., the Darwin Martin House), possible casino ac¬ 
tivities, upgrading Niagara Falls State Park, redevelopment of the 
City of Niagara Falls, and other developments are expected to con¬ 
tribute to increases in events and attendance locally and regionally. 
These projections assume continued strong regional marketing ef¬ 
forts by the CVB and other economic development agencies. The 
CVB has identified a potential universe of over 1,000 conventions 
that could be pursued with the new larger center. The attendance 
associated with this universe amounts to over four million at¬ 
tendees. 3 Table C-l provides a summary of the demand projec¬ 
tions. Total attendance includes both out-of-town attendees and 
local event patronage. 

It should be noted that economic impacts are calculated based on 
only a portion of the total projected attendees displayed in Table 
C-l who are estimated to be from outside of the Buffalo MSA. 
Out-of-town attendees were estimated by applying percentage 
shares (originally derived from surveys) to the total attendees at 
conventions, trade shows, and OTM meetings. The shares were 
obtained from the Johnson Associates study, courtesy of the CVB, 
and reflect the proportion of delegates who are from out of town. 


3 Information provided by Richard Geiger, President of the Buffalo-Niagara 
Convention & Visitors Bureau on 9/7/01. 


02:001288_EC02_02-B0724 
APC.doc-2/21/02 


C-8 


C. Economic Impacts 


ecology and environment, inc. 


Table C-1 Summary of Demand Projections for Convention Center Usage 









Mohawk Alternative 

Total Events 

216 

212 

240 

250 

261 

292 

Conventions 

18 

18 

20 

21 

22 

24 

Trade Shows 

11 

11 

13 

13 

14 

15 

Total Attendance 

86,947 

379,208 

417,128 

446,327 

477,570 

546,770 

Estimated non-local 
attendees* 

38,532 

37,761 

41,537 

58,023 

62,084 

73,814 

Average Attendance 
per Event (All Events) 

1,793 

1,793 

1,738 

1,785 

1,830 

1,870 

Waterfront Alternative 

Total Events 

216 

> 212 

233 

241 

249 

267 

Conventions 

18 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Trade Shows 

11 

11 

12 

13 

13 

14 

Total Attendance 

386,947 

379,208 

417,128 

431,728 

446,838 

478,664 

Estimated non-local 
attendees* 

38,532 

37,761 

41,537 

42,991 

44,684 

47,866 

Expansion Alternative 

Total Events 

216 

212 

209 

215 

221 

234 

Conventions 

18 

18 

' 17 

18 

18 

19 

Trade Shows 

11 

11 

11 

11 

12 

12 

Total Attendance 

386,947 

379,208 

375,273 

384,655 

396,195 

420,323 

Estimated non-local 
attendees* 

38,532 

37,761 

37,369 

38,303 

39,619 

42,032 

Modified No-Action All 

ternative 

Total Events 

216 

209 

209 

209 

209 

209 

Conventions 

18 

17 

17 

17 

17 

17 

Trade Shows 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

11 

Total Attendance 

386,947 

375,338 

375,338 

375,338 

375,338 

375,338 

Estimated non-local 
attendees* 

38,532 

37,376 

37,376 

37,376 

37,534 

37,534 

No-Action Alternative 

Total Events 

215 

199 

184 

176 

168 

152 

Conventions 

18 

17 

15 

15 

14 

13 

Trade Shows 

11 

10 

10 

9 

9 

8 

Total Attendance 

384,958 

357,046 

329,134 

315,178 

301,222 

273,310 

Estimated non-local 
attendees* 

38,334 

35,554 

32,775 

31,385 

30,122 

27,331 


Source: Buffalo Convention Center Historic Data and Ecology and Environment Calculations. 


* Based on applying estimated percentages for out-of-town attendees at conventions, trade shows and OTM 
meetings. 
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For example, estimated out-of-town attendance in 2007 for the 
Mohawk alternative is projected to be 58,023 attendees, or about 
13% of the total (446,327) projected for 2007. Attendance at con¬ 
sumer shows is projected to be approximately 323,953 attendees, 
or 72% of the total. Consumer shows, however, attract predomi¬ 
nantly locally based attendees. Differences in the demand projec¬ 
tions for all of the alternatives are discussed below. 

The economic impact projections are based solely on estimates of 
out-of-town attendees. These delegates require hotel accommoda¬ 
tions and would spend money at restaurants, shops, theatres, and 
on transportation. It is these delegates who would serve to revital¬ 
ize the downtown area, especially during the evenings, because 
they would spend money on consumption-related activities. These 
out-of-town attendees are the spending catalysts whose direct ex¬ 
penditures form the basis for the projected economic impacts. In 
economic impact analysis language or jargon, the combined ex¬ 
penditures of these delegates represent “direct expenditures” that 
are subsequently multiplied throughout the local economy. The 
recipients of these expenditures will re-spend a portion of the 
money on supplies, wages, and other purchases. 

C.2.2 Financial Projections and Assumptions for 
Convention Center Operations 

The updated financial projections were carried out using the fol¬ 
lowing procedures. Past operating statements were evaluated and 
the revenue and expense projections were linked to the projected 
increases in events and attendance from the demand projections. 
Increases in costs and revenues were proportional to the proposed 
larger-scale center. The existing cost structure of the center was 
evaluated using common size ratios and other comparisons of 
revenues and costs to facility size and effective utilization. The 
projections are driven by the demand assumptions that calculated 
the number of annual events through 2010 for the scenario that a 
new convention center would be built within the CBD. 

Over the next two years (before the new center is in use) the pro¬ 
jections acknowledge the impacts of the recession. Regional 
economists have noted that the Buffalo area tends to lag behind the 
U.S. economy as a whole in recovering from recessions 4 . In other 
words, if U.S. economic growth resumes in the second quarter of 
2002, it is plausible that growth in Buffalo will occur several 
quarters later. The projections take this information into account 


4 Conversation with Richard Deitz, Regional Economist, Federal Reserve Bank 
of Buffalo, 12/31/01. 
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and are considered to be conservative in nature, but not overly so. 
For 2002 and 2003, the financial projections are consistent with 
slower demand and fewer events per year compared to the historic 
average annual number of events. The average annual number of 
events between 1997 and 2000 is 248. 

The projections are based on positive annual growth in attendance 
occurring in 2006, following the completion of the selected alter¬ 
native convention center. The projections for the No-Action Alter¬ 
native are based on a continued decline in attendance, while the 
projections for the Modified No-Action Alternative are based on 
attendance stabilizing at the projected year 2003 level of 379,208 
attendees. The Modified No-Action Alternative is based on as¬ 
suming that modest capital improvements for parking (300 spaces) 
and immediate facility needs (such as replacement of depreciated 
environmental systems and cosmetic improvements) will occur 
over the next two years at a cost of approximately $10 million. 

The projections also assume an eventual recovery in national and 
regional economic activity. 

However, the reader must be aware that projected growth in events 
and attendance will resume from a much lower base than previ¬ 
ously completed studies calculated. This is especially important in 
comparing past economic impact studies that were formulated 
during different periods of the business cycle, when the economy 
experienced a higher rate of growth. 

Total actual attendance at the existing center fell by approximately 
11% in 2001 compared to 2000. We expect attendance to continue 
to fall in 2002 (by between 3% and 3.5%) and to stabilize in 2003. 

The financial projections are predicated on certain assumptions re¬ 
lating to the effective utilization of the facility over the next 
10 years. It was assumed that the new facility’s ability to stage 
concurrent events while other events and exhibits are being set up 
and taken down would boost the effective utilization (in terms of 
occupied square feet of space) over the projection period. How¬ 
ever, the financial projections assume a gradual increase in utiliza¬ 
tion over time. The larger exhibit hall space will afford opportuni¬ 
ties to host larger events using more facility space and attracting 
greater attendance per event in some instances. 

The financial projections were carried out over a 10-year period 
consistent with accepted economic principles. Projecting opera¬ 
tional performance beyond a 10-year period would add uncertainty 
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to the projections. Given the 10-year length of the projection pe¬ 
riod, the projections also assume that event growth will benefit 
from other collateral economic development activities that are ex¬ 
pected to take place in the region over the next 10 years. These 
development activities will contribute to attracting more conven¬ 
tion-related business and visitors to the new and/or ex¬ 
panded/renovated convention center. 

The key variable in these financial projections is the projected in¬ 
crease in the number of events and attendance. Historic relation¬ 
ships were examined to calculate the average number of days per 
event and the average attendance per type of event at the existing 
convention center over the last five years. The projections for 
rental income and net food and beverage revenues are based on the 
associated attendance implied by the number of projected events 
and the average revenue per attendee for each revenue stream. 
Based on historic actual data for the past five years, all revenue 
streams were projected forward using an inflation index. Inflation 
was assumed to increase by 2.5% per year on average over the 
projection period. 

In addition, certain assumptions were taken from the Johnson study 
(Johnson 1996) regarding the new revenue streams to be earned at 
the new facility. These incremental revenue streams relate to 
parking revenue and service and equipment revenue, reimbursable 
expenses, and other income and interest. The Mohawk, Water¬ 
front, and Expansion alternatives all assume that 1,200 parking 
spaces will be constructed and will be phased in over a two-year 
period. The Modified No-Action Alternative assumes that 
300 parking spaces will be added over 2002 and 2003. 

The employee costs assume the addition of new full-time employ¬ 
ees to the convention center. Projected operating costs were also 
adjusted for the increased convention center scale and inflation. 
Table C-2 provides summary details on the financial projections 
over the next 10 years. 


Table C-2 Financial Projections, New Buffalo Convention Center for Vari¬ 
ous Alternatives 



2002 

2004 

2007 

2010 

Mohawk Alternative 

Operating Revenue 

888,750 

893,566 

4,051,960 

5,403,669 

Operating Expenses 

1,919,767 

2,053,300 

6,782,742 

9,521,112 

Net Operating Income 

(1,031,017) 

(1,159,735) 

(2,730,781) 

(4,117,443) 
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Table C-2 Financial Projections, New Buffalo Convention Center for Vari¬ 
ous Alternatives 



2002 

2004 

2007 

2010 1 

Operating Margin (operating 
revenue/operating expenses) 

46.3% 

43.5% 

59.7% 

56.8% 

Operational subsidy per 
occupied square foot 

$0,110 

$0,112 

$0,122 

$0,135 

Waterfront Alternative 

Operating Revenue 

888,750 

893,566 

3,937,766 

4,947,789 

Operating Expenses 

1,919,767 

2,053,300 

6,675,894 

9,076,750 

Net Operating Income 

(1,031,017) 

(1,159,735) 

(2,738,128) 

(4,128,960) 

Operating Margin (operating 
revenue/operating expenses) 

46.3% 

43.5% 

59.0% 

54.5% 

Operational subsidy per 
occupied square foot 

$0,110 

$0,112 

$0,127 

$0,148 

Expansion Alternative 

Operating Revenue 

888,750 

893,566 

3,591,107 

4,473,127 

Operating Expenses 

1,919,767 

2,053,300 

6,351,538 

8,614,079 

Net Operating Income 

(1,031,017) 

(1,159,735) 

(2,760,431) 

(4,140,952) 

Operating Margin (operating 
revenue/operating expenses) 

46.3% 

43.5% 

56.5% 

51.9% 

Operational subsidy per 
occupied square foot 

$0,110 

$0,112 

$0,145 

$0,169 

Modified No-Action Alternat 

ve 

Operating Revenue 

1,042,700 

1,136,556 

1,182,407 

1,231,784 

Operating Expenses 

2,054,158 

2,271,841 

2,680,245 

3,438,811 

Net Operating Income 

(1,011,458) 

(1,135,285) 

(1,497,838) 

(2,207,027) 

Operating Margin (operating 
revenue/operating expenses) 

50.8% 

50.0% 

44.1% 

35.8% 

Operational subsidy per 
occupied square foot 

$0,115 

$0,132 

$0,172 

$0,258 

No-Action Alternative 

Operating Revenue 

884,182 

841,344 

772,648 

697,989 

Operating Expenses 

1,915,780 


2,296,848 

2,918,502 

Net Operating Income 

(1,031,598) 

(1,164,989) 

(1,524,200) 

(2,220,512) 

Operating Margin (operating 
revenue/operating expenses) 

46.2% 

41.9% 

33.6% 

23:9% 

Operational subsidy per 
occupied square foot 

$0,118 

$0,146 

$0,220 

$0,358 


Note: Operating revenues do not include the operational subsidy from Erie County. 


The above projections (for the Mohawk, Waterfront, and Expan¬ 
sion alternatives) assume that the new convention center will be¬ 
come fully operational in 2007. The operational subsidy is ex¬ 
pressed on a per-square-foot of utilized space or occupied-space 
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basis. It is assumed that following the center’s completion, utili¬ 
zation will increase gradually over the next several years in line 
with the new convention center’s ability to host concurrent events 
and to attract larger events that require more square feet. The de¬ 
mand projections assume that average attendance per event in¬ 
creases slightly over time until the year of stabilized demand is 
reached. Given the proposed larger scale of the facility, the finan¬ 
cial projections for the Mohawk, Waterfront, and Expansion alter¬ 
natives result in a larger annual operational subsidy requirement. 

A later section of the EIS compares an estimate of the incremental 
hotel tax generated by the projected out-of-town attendees for the 
new convention center to the projected estimate of the operational 
subsidy. 

C.3 Annual Economic and Fiscal Impacts of 
Convention Center Operations 

To calculate the economic impacts from ongoing convention center 
operations, this EIS relies on methods that are consistent with past 
studies, employ relatively conservative assumptions, and follows 
generally accepted economic principles. This EIS relies on a data 
analysis of historic convention center patronage in Buffalo that 
' analyzed the distribution of events, attendance, and square feet oc¬ 
cupied across the year for the years 1996 to 2000. Events were ex¬ 
amined in detail and were evaluated for their ability to attract out- 
of-town delegates and exhibitors. It is these relevant visitors who 
are most responsible for new spending stimulus being injected into 
the local economy. 

Economic impacts are comprised of direct, indirect, and induced 
effects. Direct effects are those related to the initial spending in 
the economy. For example, a delegate would initially spend money 
r at a hotel. The hotel in turn would spend money on supplies. The 

hotel suppliers would need to purchase goods and services to pro¬ 
duce the room service, meal, and linens/fumiture provided to the 
delegate. These purchases as well as succeeding rounds of spend¬ 
ing by other suppliers to the hotel suppliers are known as indirect 
effects. Induced effects represent the changes in output, employ¬ 
ment, and earnings on all local industries caused by the expendi¬ 
ture of new household income generated by the direct and indirect 
effects from the initial direct spending. 

This EIS relies on the Impact Analysis for Planning (IMPLAN Pro¬ 
fessional Version 2.0, MIG, Inc.) economic input-output modeling 
software that was also used by Johnson Associates and KPMG in 
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previous studies. In this manner, the analysis provides continuity 
and consistency in evaluating these impacts. The significance of 
this treatment is that policymakers can focus on the various as¬ 
sumptions that were used instead of the underlying mechanics of 
the how the impacts were calculated. First the direct spending, as¬ 
sociated with the existing or base-year operation of the convention 
center was calculated. The economic impact flowing from spend¬ 
ing by out-of-town attendees for 2007, when the new center would 
be fully operational, was then calculated. 

To calculate direct spending by relevant out-of-town convention, 
tradeshow, and meeting attendees, the following procedures were 
used: 

■ Calculated relevant out-of-town attendance or patronage for 
various types of events with a relatively high proportion of 
non-local visitors. The percentages used to estimate the pro¬ 
portion of out-of-town attendees of conventions, trade shows, 
and OTM meetings were obtained from Johnson Consulting; 

■ Obtained updated spending per day and length-of-stay esti¬ 
mates from the International Association of Convention and 
Visitors Bureau (IACVB). The IACVB data for spending per 
day was allocated across various relevant categories; ho¬ 
tel/lodging, food, recreation, gas, sightseeing, retail, parking, 
etc.; 

■ Adjusted the IACVB spending estimates to the Buffalo area by 
using cost indexes obtained from the 2001 Corporate Travel 
Index published by Business Travel News; 

■ Multiplied the number of relevant attendees by the spending 
per day multiplied by the average length of stay for various 
events to arrive at estimated total direct spending; 

■ Grouped the direct, or initial, expenditure data into various 
Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) categories that are nec¬ 
essary inputs to the economic input-output software model 
(IMPLAN); and 

■ Used the IMPLAN model to estimate the indirect, induced, and 
total economic impacts of the baseline direct-spending 
amounts. 
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C.3.1 Convention Center Attendance 

To estimate the direct spending impact of the current convention 
center (the baseline), this EIS first focuses on isolating out-of-town 
visitors. Spending associated with out-of-town visitors is the rele¬ 
vant metric here because the center should be evaluated on its abil¬ 
ity to attract outside dollars or incremental spending to the western 
New York region. The impact analysis includes out-of-town dele¬ 
gate, exhibitor, and association spending and excludes locally 
originated spending as much as possible. Spending by in-town or 
local attendees at consumer shows, for example, is not counted as a 
new economic impact. This sort of spending represents a transfer 
of income of existing area residents from one sector of the local 
economy to another sector. The terms incremental or net new 
spending have been used to characterize the flow of dollars that 
originate from outside our region. 

Out-of-town delegate spending and their associated impacts would 
not exist in our region but for the proposed convention center. By 
considering only out-of-town delegate spending, the projections 
focus on the net economic impact on our region rather than the 
gross impact. For the purposes of this analysis, the region is de¬ 
fined as Erie County. Impact projections are also provided for 
New York State. This method is consistent with past studies and 
generally accepted economic principles. 

To isolate out-of-town visitors, the EIS relies on data from con¬ 
vention center operations for the years 1996 to 2000. To calculate 
the relevant attendance (from which out-of-town visitors are 
drawn) all events and attendance for conventions, trade shows, and 
out-of-town meetings were segregated. These events have the po¬ 
tential to have the largest incremental impact in terms of hosting 
out-of-town delegates requiring hotel accommodations, restaurants, 
and entertainment. This EIS relied on estimates from past studies 
(Johnson, KPMG) on the percent of event attendees who are most 
likely from outside the Buffalo/Erie Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(MSA) based on national, state, and regional types of events. 
Relevant attendance included delegates and exhibitors with origins 
from outside of this MSA. 

It should be noted that the pool of total events from which out-of- 
town visitors were drawn was the most recent full year available, 
2000. It is acknowledged that this year reflects a lower level of 
economic activity than in previous years but it was used to present 
a conservative, more realistic (and recent) estimate of the existing 
economic impact of the convention center. Because the extraordi¬ 
nary events of 2001 affected tourism in an unusual manner, it was 
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decided to use the year 2000 as the baseline estimate of the center’s 
current economic importance. 

The baseline and projected year 2007 and year 2010 impacts analy¬ 
ses include impacts flowing from the initial direct expenditures of 
the following groups: 

■ Out-of-town delegates; 

■ Exhibitors; 

■ Associations; 

■ Convention center employees; and 

■ Convention center operational spending. 

Spending by convention center employees was estimated using the 
annual total wages and salaries information obtained from the ex¬ 
isting convention center’s operational income statement. To esti¬ 
mate disposable income of these employees, 80% of this amount 
was used in the projections. 

Convention center operational spending was also taken from the 
income statements (both existing and projected) and segregated 
into industry categories for use with the IMPLAN model. 

C.3.2 Annual Event Attendance and Expected Spending 

This EIS relies on conservative assumptions in estimating the pro¬ 
jected amount of annual events and attendance that could be ex¬ 
pected with the various convention center alternatives. This EIS 
documents the distribution of events and attendance across a given 
year for the most recent full year, 2000. The average attendance 
per event day and the average square feet utilized per event day 
were evaluated. Given that the new convention center will result in 
a doubling of exhibit space, it was decided to base the expected 
increase in patronage on the convention center’s anticipated ability 
to simultaneously stage events. In addition, the larger scale also 
allows.the convention center to compete for a new group of events 
requiring more space than currently can be accommodated by the 
existing facility. Doubling the exhibit hall space will allow addi¬ 
tional events to continue uninterrupted while other events are being 
taken down or set up. This assumption is based on effective mar¬ 
keting of the new convention center and the ability to boost con¬ 
vention center utilization during historically underutilized periods 
of the year, such as the summer months. The new convention 
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center will allow Buffalo to compete for new events on a higher 
per-square-foot scale. 

C.3.3 Site-Specific Convention Center Alternative 
Assumptions Used in Calculating Economic 
Impacts 

Mohawk Site 

This EIS relied on past studies, research, and citizen observations 
in formulating assumptions related to expected patronage for the 
Mohawk site. The Mohawk site is the closest to the downtown’s 
hotel, restaurant, retail, and entertainment options. Out-of-town 
delegates would have a short walk to the hotels, theater district, 
restaurants, the Main Street/Chippewa district, and other cultural 
amenities. Furthermore, delegates would not be isolated from the 
core entertainment hub as they would be in the Waterfront option, 
as explained below. Table C-3 shows the length of time, in min¬ 
utes, for a pedestrian to walk from Lafayette Square north to the 
Chippewa entertainment and Theatre districts. Lafayette Square is 
at the southwest comer of the proposed Mohawk site. 


Table C-3 Estimated Walking Times at Various Locations Approaching 
Buffalo’s Entertainment/Retail Core from the Mohawk Site 




Start - Lafayette Square/Main and Broadway 

0:00 

2 - Main & Chippewa (Radisson Hotel, beginning of Theatre District) 

6:40 

3 - Pearl & Chippewa (beginning of entertainment district) 

7:05 

4 - Franklin & Chippewa (core of entertainment district) 

8:20 

5 - Main & W. Tupper (end of Theatre District) 

10:20 

6 - Main & Church (Cathedral Park, heading South) 

6:20 


Table C-3 shows that a visitor could reach the blocks offering the 
most opportunities for recreational spending in a relatively short 
period of time. Therefore, in calculating the economic impacts as¬ 
sociated with the Mohawk site, this EIS concluded that both future 
incremental attendance and spending would be greatest under this 
alternative. In forming assumptions related to the Mohawk alter¬ 
native, this EIS also notes that the expansion of the Buf¬ 
falo/Niagara Airport and the addition of more carriers providing 
service at more competitive fares has been a positive factor in 
serving to make Buffalo a more desirable location to host an event. 
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Waterfront Site 

In formulating assumptions related to the expected patronage and 
spending per delegate associated with the Waterfront site, this EIS 
relied on past studies, citizen observations, and references to sur¬ 
veys of delegate spending habits of visitors who are somewhat re¬ 
moved from the central business district (CBD). The Waterfront 
site is removed from the CBD core that contains the highest con¬ 
centration of restaurants, shops, theatres, and entertainment estab¬ 
lishments. 

Collateral hotel, entertainment, and retail infrastructure develop¬ 
ments to support out-of-town delegates at the Waterfront site 
would have to occur simultaneously in order to maximize new 
visitor spending. Various comments have already been received 
and considered regarding the Waterfront site’s relatively isolated 
location. To judge just how far removed the site is for pedestrian 
access to the Main Street area CBD, this EIS timed distances for a 
normal walk in the summer heading north to the city center. Table 
C-4 shows the length of time, in minutes, at various points ap¬ 
proaching the CBD core. 


Table C-4 Estimated Walking Times at Various Locations Approaching Buffalo’s 
Entertainment/Retail Core from Waterfront Site 




Start - Main and Perry (HSBC Arena): 

0:00 

2 - Main and Scott: 

1:10 

3 - Main and Seneca: 

5:20 

4 - Main and Swan: 

7:00 

5 - Main and Church (Cathedral Park): 

8:40 

6 - Main and Court (Lafayette Square): 

12:05 

7 - Main and Huron (Hyatt Hotel): 

15:40 

8 - Main and Chippewa (Radisson Hotel, beginning of Theatre District): 

18:40 

End - Main and West Tupper (end of Theatre District): 

22:00 


Source: Ecology and Environment calculations. 


The field test started at the HSBC Arena (approximately where the 
Waterfront site is located and where the last metro stop is), and 
proceeded north on Main Street to West Tupper at the end of the 
Theatre District. Table C-4 presents the times at various intersec¬ 
tions: 

Table C-4 demonstrates that the Waterfront site is not conveniently 
located to downtown Buffalo’s entertainment and retail core. From 
the Waterfront site a visitor would have to walk at least 11 to 
13 blocks to reach the entertainment nucleus (20 minutes). Fur- 
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thermore, considering the weather and early winter of Buffalo 
could also be expected to make walking to the CBD core less con¬ 
venient to the visitor. Surveys of delegates have demonstrated that 
a convention center that is remote from the CBD results in less 
spending per out-of-town delegate/attendee. In fact, any distance 
greater than three to five blocks can result in much lower spending 
per out-of-town delegate (Petersen 1996). 

Based on the above information, an assumption was formed re¬ 
garding out-of-town delegate spending that would be associated 
with the Waterfront site; Spending per Waterfront site out-of-town 
convention delegate would be less than the spending per day per 
delegate at the Mohawk site. Table C-l shows that expected atten¬ 
dance is projected to be about three-fourths of the 2007 attendance 
at the Mohawk alternative. 

It is also worth noting that siting a convention center at the Water¬ 
front site would preclude any expansion plans at those parcels by 
HSBC. 

Existing Convention Center Renovation/Expansion 

The assumptions used to estimate the impacts associated with the 
renovation or expansion of the existing facility were derived from 
past studies, common sense, and professional judgement. Major 
disruptions in convention center activities would most likely take 
place with this option because activities would be lost until the ex¬ 
panded facility were operational. In addition, given the increas¬ 
ingly competitive nature of local venues competing for events, it 
was assumed that the construction-related business interruptions 
could have lasting impacts that would result in some recurring 
events being permanently lost to other venues. In formulating 
these assumptions, this EIS examined certain annual recurrent 
events between 1996 and 2000 and noted those events that were 
subsequently lost in 1999 and 2000. For reasons such as competi¬ 
tion, dissatisfaction with the depreciated facility, or outright can¬ 
cellation by sponsors due to the weak economy, these events were 
lost to the center. It was assumed that such losses in patronage 
would worsen with the expansion option. It is possible that certain 
events would be permanently lost to competing venues during the 
construction/renovation period. These events would be difficult to 
win back to the convention center after renovations were com¬ 
pleted. 

In the estimate of economic impacts associated with the expansion 
option, the projected out-of-town attendance compared to the other 
alternatives was discounted. The relative attendance for out-of- 
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town attendees across alternatives is shown in Table C-l. The 
spending per delegate was left the same as that used in the Mo¬ 
hawk site alternative because of the site’s location near the CBD. 

No-Action Alternative 

The No-Action Alternative is expected to result in a continued loss 
of events, reduced attendance, and foregone visitor spending in the 
region. The combination of a reduction in market share, slower 
economy, a fully depreciated and outmoded existing facility, and 
more intense competition for events with other local and regional 
venues is expected to hinder the existing convention center’s role 
as a catalyst for importing spending stimulus to the local economy. 
Table C-5 was summarized from the 2001 Convention and Trade 
Show Calendar published by the Buffalo-Niagara CVB. The table 
shows the distribution of event attendance by venue for all major 
local venues in our region. The table highlights the increasingly 
competitive local market for various events and the gains made by 
the Adam’s Mark Hotel in hosting national, state, and regional 
events. 

The EIS estimates that if current trends were to continue that are 
not addressed by any meaningful capital improvements to the con¬ 
vention center, the expected 2007 number of out-of-town conven-, 
tioneers would fall to 31,385 from a 2000 estimate of 41,667 at¬ 
tendees. 

Modified No-Action Alternative 

The Modified No-Action Alternative is based on assuming that 
projected attendance will stabilize (from the declining trend) fol¬ 
lowing about $10 million dollars of modest capital improvements 
to the existing center. These capital improvements will be for the 
construction of approximately 300 parking spaces as well as cos¬ 
metic improvements and the replacement of obsolete environ¬ 
mental systems. The projected spending that generates economic 
impacts from these modest improvements is based on spending by 
out-of-town attendees. Out-of-town attendance for this alternative 
is displayed in Table C-l. 

Table C-6 compares the economic impacts of the alternatives. 

C.3.4 Summary of Economic Impacts 

Table C-6 summarizes the economic impacts from the various 
convention center alternatives. Estimated economic impacts were 
measured by industry output, employment, and employee compen¬ 
sation. These impacts are recurrent and are associated with the op¬ 
eration of a new convention center or the continued operation of 


02:001288_EC02_02-B0724 
APC.doc-2/21/02 


C-21 




Table C-5 Summary of Actual and Prospective Estimated Attendance for Various Events by Venue - 2001 


ON < O 

Tt in O 
r- 


^ ^ sR sR eR sR 

o © © ^ © -5 


^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

-h o O —i co co oo 
O O -! Tf O O 


»n 

*T) 

O 

O 

o 

1 

O 

O 

o 

o 

o 

O 

© 

o 

© 

in 

o 

© 

o 

© 

© 

m 

<N 

<N 

in 

in 

IT) 


o 

o 

o 

o 

m 

O 

o 

o 

00 

ON 

o 

CN 

o 

© 

o 

3 

CN 

CO 

in 


■—< 


CN 

CN 

in 

o 

CO 

O, 

in 

CN 


in 

p 

00 

o 

o 

CO 

Tt 

00 



co 






r-' 


in 




co 

in 



co 


0\ 

r-H 

r- 


<-H 






f-H 












so 


<N 




















CO 


in in o O 
cn m in 
co CO Tf oo 

so r-' 


o m 

o CN 

CN CM 


o o o o 
m © o 
r-~ >n —■ o 


o 

o 

© 

o 

© 

in 

© 

in 

CN 


>n 

in 


o o o o o 

00 CN O (N O 

cn o oo o, 

in if rn 


O O t» 

© rH O' 

co v© TT 
©s' fo 

■Ct 1-H 


• - flj 

t M 

cl C 

s 3 

\L y 
2 ^ 
sfc « 

M • c 
rt Cu u 

Z tt u 


I mIS <1 


.&I 5 

^ J 1 

hh fa So So 
t 5 « fa 
o -£ -o -a 

.£ i =1 ■■§ 

< ffi ffi Z 


ffi DC K 


O c C 
cn ^ 3 

| I U 

fc- W) co 

O C = 

Oh 3 C3 

O 2" 1 ctf 
2 cd 
> 2 W) 

3 E I 


oi -a 
i2 <$5 2 


CO 

VH l 

5 c 6 


6 .a b 

g &« 

u ^ ^ 

« -§ ? 

O C O - 

b | £ i 


3 rt c3 

o' m os 


^ >a a 

2 c © js 

oo D H Cu 


C-22 


02:001288_EC02_02-B0724 
APC. doc-2/21/02 




Table C-6 Summary of Economic Impacts of Convention Center Operations, Economic Impact Measured by Total Industry 
Output ($ millions)___ 
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C. Economic Impacts 

the existing facility. The. total impacts include the estimated im¬ 
pacts of expenditures by out-of-town delegates, associations and 
exhibitors, convention center employees, and convention center 
operational spending. Consumer shows and exclusively local 
events were excluded from both the baseline and projected annual 
impacts. 

The baseline estimate represents the current dollar impact of the 
center as measured by year 2000 relevant attendance. As men¬ 
tioned above, the year 2000 was chosen for the baseline because 
2001 was influenced by extraordinary events and can be consid¬ 
ered, for the purposes of economic projections, an aberrational 
year. 

The EIS also estimates impacts (from spending by out of town at¬ 
tendees) that are expected once construction is completed and a 
stabilized year of demand is reached. The year 2007 was chosen as 
the first year of stabilized demand. Since the 2007 impacts and the 
baseline impacts were both expressed in current dollars, they can 
be compared and contrasted so that readers can distinguish the ex¬ 
pected increase in impacts of the new center, once it is completed. 

Note that measures of gross annual economic impacts do not adjust 
for economic activity both at the existing alternative sites and ac¬ 
tivity that would be permanently precluded at the proposed con¬ 
vention center sites. This adjustment was performed below for the 
Mohawk site option. The analysis was performed for the Mohawk 
site because this alternative contains the greatest concentration of 
existing and future alternative economic activity due to its location 
in the CBD. 

Economic Impacts - Industry Output 

Table C-6 contrasts the economic impacts from the alternative 
sites. Economic impact is measured by total industry output that is 
equivalent to total business sales plus what businesses place into 
inventory. The largest economic impact on the Erie County and 
New York State economies comes from expenditures made by 
non-local delegates attending events at the center. The impact es¬ 
timates assume that baseline out-of-town delegates attending na¬ 
tional conventions spend, on average, 3.4 days in the city and 
spend $229 per day on hotels, restaurants, and recreation during 
their stay. 

Table C-6 shows that the Mohawk alternative, by year 2007, can be 
expected to generate a total of $65.7 million in economic activity 
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to Erie County. By the year 2010, the impacts would grow to 
$83.6 million. 

The difference in projected impacts between the various alterna¬ 
tives relates back to the assumptions used. It was assumed that 
once the expanded existing facility was reopened, the construction- 
induced competitive losses would have eroded market share to 
such an extent that attendance would be down significantly. It is 
important to note that the construction of the Mohawk facility does 
not result in any downtime for the existing facility. In the com¬ 
petitive environment, it is realistic to assume that downtime can 
have a lasting negative impact. 

The $65.7 million in economic impact due to the Mohawk alterna¬ 
tive center operations for 2007 is a gross figure and does not ac¬ 
count for the alternative economic activity that would be precluded 
at this site due to siting the convention center there. As a measure 
of economic activity that would be precluded by the Mohawk site, 
this EIS estimated the foregone recurring household spending for 
70 residential units below under the Opportunity Cost analysis. 

The foregone economic output from households at the site amounts 
to $5.2 million in Erie County. This calculation is further ex¬ 
plained in notes below. 

Impacts are-generally larger statewide than for the county as a 
whole. The supply chain for Erie County is linked to other busi¬ 
ness and enterprises across the state, resulting in greater inter¬ 
industry transactions and total economic impacts. Indirect impacts 
are the result of successive rounds of inter-industry spending re¬ 
flected in our regional supply chain. To the extent that Buffalo 
takes away attendees who would otherwise patronize facilities in 
Syracuse and Rochester, spending by out-of-town delegates in 
those cities would be lower. However, to fully assess the net im¬ 
pact on the state, from total spending at all convention centers, the 
total direct spending from multi-city out-of-town convention center 
attendees would have to be aggregated and compared on a state¬ 
wide basis. 

Employment Impacts 

Table C-7 reports the total direct, indirect, and cumulative em¬ 
ployment gains associated with each alternative. 

Table C-7 shows the total employment gains that can be expected 
under the alternatives. In addition to the approximately 74 em¬ 
ployees now working at the center, the baseline column shows that 
several hundred additional persons currently work in related 
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Table C-7 Summary of Economic Impacts of Convention Center Operations, Total Employment Impacts of Each Alternative 
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complementary activities, such as restaurants, retail shops, hotels, 
and support establishments. 

It is important to note that the impacts flow from total direct 
spending by a delegate, association, or exhibitor impacting indus¬ 
tries represented in the IACVB per-day-visitor spending data. For 
example, the majority of the baseline direct employment in Erie 
County implied by the spending is comprised of the following 
main SIC categories; 

■ Hotels and Lodging Places, 

■ Eating and Drinking Establishments, 

■ General Merchandise Stores, 

■ Amusement and Recreation Services, and 

■ Passenger Transportation, Auto Rental, Service Stations. 

The projected employment impacts relate to a higher level of 
spending from the first year of stabilized demand, 2007, when the 
new center is expected to be fully operational. Table C-7 shows 
that for 2007 approximately 456 to 845 full- and part-time jobs will 
be supported countywide by economic activity generated by the 
new convention center, depending on the option selected. It is im¬ 
portant to note that these anticipated jobs include gains in employ¬ 
ment at associated suppliers and their suppliers as well as induced 
employment impacts of new spending by households. By the year 
2010, total projected employment will be between 398 and 
1,074 jobs. 

Statewide, the expected employment gains from convention center 
operations for a new convention center will range from between 
464 and 857 jobs for 2007. Indirect employment includes those 
individuals who would be employed by suppliers to the convention 
center, hotels, restaurants, parking facilities, bars, clubs, theatres, 
recreational areas, and other suppliers. Induced jobs are those that 
would be supported by increased spending by households as a re¬ 
sult of the operation of a new convention center. By the year 2010, 
total projected employment will be between 404 and 1,091 jobs 
statewide. 

Employee Compensation 

Table C-8 shows the estimated employee earnings that are ex¬ 
pected under the alternatives. Employee compensation represents 
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Table C-8 Employee Compensation ($ millions) 
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total payroll costs including wages and salaries plus benefits, such 
as health insurance. For the year 2007, the alternatives would gen¬ 
erate between $14.74 and $22.9 million statewide in employee 
earnings depending on the alternative chosen. 

Overall Summary of Economic Impacts 

The total economic impacts on Erie County generated by conven¬ 
tion center operations at each alternative ranges from $35.5 to 
$65.7 million in total economic output by the year 2007. In addi¬ 
tion, between 456 and 845 full- and part-time jobs, generating be¬ 
tween $14.4 and $22.4 million in annual employee earnings, would 
be generated county wide. To compare the economic and fiscal 
benefits to the taxpayer’s dollar or the return on public investment, 
see Section C.9, Net Economic Impact Summary and Analysis 
Related to the Justification of the Public Investment. 

C.5 Fiscal Impacts 

This EIS also relied on the IMPLAN model to estimate the total tax 
revenues statewide associated with convention center operations 
for the various alternatives. In discussing the fiscal impacts, the 
entire EIS should be relied on as an aid to policymakers who also 
need to consider additional public expenditure demands related to 
future infrastructure and utility costs associated with the proposed 
convention center. This section focuses on tax revenues. Table 
C-9 presents a comparison of total tax revenues generated for the 
largest revenue categories: personal income tax, property tax, and 
sales tax. The IMPLAN model generates tax revenue estimates for 
both federal and combined state and local revenues. Table C-9 
only reports the tax revenues generated by each spending catalyst 
for combined state and local revenues. 

Table C-9 shows that depending on the alternative selected, total 
state and local tax revenues derived from convention center opera¬ 
tions could range between $2.7 million and $4.9 million annually 
by 2007. The IMPLAN model calculates total combined state and 
local tax revenues. Accounting for existing tax revenues derived 
from the alternative sites would reduce the range provided above 
by between $57,068 (Waterfront) and $387,665 (Mohawk). There¬ 
fore, the net tax revenues from convention center operations would 
be between $2.6 million and $4.5 million annually, depending on 
the alternative chosen. 

Table C-10 provides an update of the incremental hotel tax. By 
incremental, we mean only the additional revenue collected due to 
the direct spending on hotel accommodations by out-of-town 
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Table C-10 Calculation of Incremental Hotel Tax Revenues Generated from Direct Spending for various Site 
Alternatives 
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attendees. The calculation was based on the hotel portion of total 
direct spending for both out-of-town delegates and visitors. The 
share of hotel-related spending out of total delegate and exhibitor 
spending was taken from the IACVB data. 

Assuming that 100% of the hotel stays are within Erie County, Ta¬ 
ble C-10 indicates that at a 5% tax rate, the projected incremental 
hotel tax revenue for 2007 ranges between $490,900 and $907,599 
with the Mohawk site generating the highest amount. Boosting the 
hotel tax rate to 6% would yield an incremental $98,185 to 
$181,520 per annum, depending on the alternative chosen. 

It should be noted that the hotel tax revenue estimates provided are 
, based solely on direct expenditures. They do not include additional 
hotel-tax-related revenues that would arise from initial rounds of 
consumption expenditures induced by the direct expenditures. 
These revenues would be related to indirect and induced impacts. 

In response to comments, the EIS also examined the relationship 
between Erie County hotel tax revenues and the projected BCC 
operating deficit assuming the preferred (Mohawk) alternative. 

The analysis examined actual hotel tax receipts derived from the 
hotel occupancy tax and bed tax receipts expressed on a calendar 
year basis. These receipts were compared to estimates of annual 
hotel revenues for Erie County published by Smith Travel Re¬ 
search. Hotel taxes were about 3.9 to 4.0% of total hotel revenues. 
Hotel tax revenues are used to fund the CVB budget and debt 
service on the existing convention center and the Crossroads Re¬ 
serve. Historically, the BCC operating deficit (before factoring in 
county grant funds) has averaged between 17 and 22% of county¬ 
wide hotel tax revenues. 

The EIS compared projected hotel tax revenues through 2010 to 
the projected operating deficit under the Mohawk alternative. The 
hotel tax revenue projections also factored in an increase in hotel 
tax rates occurring in 2007. The results of the analysis are dis¬ 
played in Table C-ll. 

( 

Table C-11 Comparison of Projected Operating Deficit for New 


Buffalo Convention Center (Mohawk Alternative) to 
Projected Hotel Bed Tax Receipts for Erie County 


Calendar 

Year 

Erie County 
Hotel Tax 
Receipts 

Tax Receipts 
Annual 
Growth (%) 

BCC 

Operating 

Deficit 

Tax 

Receipts/ 
Deficit (%) 

1996 

$4,255,013 


$(927,317) 

-21.8% 

1997 

$4,403,799 

3.5% 

$(748,894) 

-17.0% 
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Table C-11 Comparison of Projected Operating Deficit for New 


Buffalo Convention Center (Mohawk Alternative) to 
Projected Hotel Bed Tax Receipts for Erie County 







1998 

$4,427,606 

0.5% 

$(819,537) 

-18.5% 

1999 

$4,714,134 

6.5% 

$(883,198) 

-18.7% 

2000 

$5,057,489 

7.3% 

$(1,069,326) 

-21.1% 

2001 

$4,754,040 

-6.0% 

$(990,837) 

-20.8% 

2002 

$4,658,959 

-2.0% 

$(1,031,017) 

-22.1% 

2003 

$4,728,844 

1.5% 

$(1,085,735) 

-23% 

2004 

$4,842,336 

2.4% 

$(1,159,735) 

-23.9 

2005 

$4,987,606 

3.0% 

$(1,251,383) 

-25.1% 

2006 

$5,137,234 

3.0% 

$(2,501,082) 

-48.7% 

2007 

$5,650,957 

10.0% 

$(2,730,781) 

-48.3% 

2008 

$5,820,486 

3.0% 

$(3,074,416) 

-52.8% 

2009 

$5,995,101 

3.0% 

$(3,534,686) 

-59% 

2010 

$6,174,954 

3.0% 

$(4,117,443) 

-66.7% 


The above table was based on using conservative assumptions con¬ 
cerning growth in hotel tax revenue receipts. The table also as¬ 
sumes that a new tax rate will be implemented in the year 2007. 

C.6 Opportunity Cost of Alternative Economic 
Development at the Mohawk Site 

To address possible alternative uses for the Mohawk site other than 
a convention center, this EIS examined downtown plans for devel¬ 
opment from the R/UDAT report. Assumptions were developed 
based on R/UDAT recommendations that are consistent with 
comments from citizens on the types of development that would be 
compatible and desired at the Mohawk site if the convention center 
project is not pursued. 

This EIS examined the number of acres by land use and likely fu¬ 
ture uses for the parcels at the Mohawk site without a convention 
center. A hypothetical scenario, based on the construction of new 
residential units and the renovation of older historic units, was de¬ 
veloped based on housing construction cost per unit information 
from R/UDAT and what is allowable under current zoning regula¬ 
tions. Given the mix of land uses at the Mohawk site, it was de¬ 
termined that approximately three acres would be available and 
consistent with both new residential construction of 14 units and 
the renovation and rehabilitation of 56 units for a total of 70 units 
of residential housing. This number of units is consistent with the 

t 
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numbers proposed in the R/UDAT report for the Mohawk site. 
(R/UDAT 2000 p. 23). Short-term economic impacts associated 
with the construction spending and renovation of these 70 units of 
residential housing were then calculated. The results of this analy¬ 
sis are presented below in Table C-12. 

Table C-12 Summary of Economic Impacts Derived from Constructing and 


Renovating a Total of 70-Residential Units at the Mohawk Site 
(in millions of current dollars, except employment) 



Direct 

Indirect 

Induced 

Total 


Economic Output 

$ 10.6 

$3.9 

$2.8 

$ 17.2 

Employee Compensation 

$3.0 

$ 1.5 

$ 1.0 

$5.5 

Employment 

80 

37 

29 

146 

New York State 

Economic Output 

$ 10.6 

$4.2 

$3.1 

$ 17.9 

Employee Compensation 

$3.0 

$ 1.6 

$ 1.1 

$5.7 

Employment 

80 

39 

33 

151 


The short-term non-recurring economic impacts displayed in Table 
C-12 can be netted against the total economic impacts of the con¬ 
struction of the convention center at the Mohawk site. For exam¬ 
ple, the adjusted total for construction-related impacts for the Mo¬ 
hawk site is presented below. The table reports the gross economic 
impacts of construction of the convention center for Erie County 
minus the impacts of the residential housing alternative displayed 
in Table C-12. 

Table C-13 shows that the residential housing option only repre¬ 
sents approximately 8 to 9% of the total short-term economic im¬ 
pacts that could be derived from constructing a new convention 
center. 

Table C-13 Summary of Adjusted or Net Economic Impacts Derived from 


Constructing the New Buffalo Convention Center at the Mohawk 
Site (in millions of current dollars)_ 


Erie County 

Direct 

Indirect 

Induced 

Total 

Original Impacts (gross) 

Economic Output 

$ 127.5 

$46.5 

$34.8 

$ 208.8 

Employee Compensation 

$34.8 

$ 16.6 

$ 11.2 

$62.6 

Employment 

976 

440 

368 

1,784 

Adjusted Impacts (less impacts from residential build 

ing construction) 

Economic Output 

$ 116.9 

$42.6 

$32.0 

$ 191.5 

Employee Compensation 

$31.8 

$ 15.1 

$ 10.2 

$57.1 

Employment 

896 

403 

339 

1,638 
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Table C-13 Summary of Adjusted or Net Economic Impacts Derived from 


Constructing the New Buffalo Convention Center at the Mohawk 
Site (in millions of current dollars)_ 







Percent Difference 

Economic Output 

-8.3% 

-8.4% 

-8.0% 

-8.3% 

Employee Compensation 

-8.6% 

-9.1% 

-8.6% 

-8.7% 

Employment 

-8.2% 

-8.3% 

-8.0% 

-8.2% 


Some citizen comments have related to promoting developments 
and projects that would encourage permanent level or year-round 
economic activity associated with residents moving to downtown 
Buffalo. It has been argued that the convention center project 
would preclude this Sort of migration and revitalization of the 
downtown area. 

However, the economic impact analysis is conducted with the de¬ 
sign of isolating incremental new economic impacts coming into 
the county. The project economic impact area is defined as the 
county, not a few downtown blocks or parcels. The movement of 
people, most likely from other areas of Erie County to the Mohawk 
site area, for instance, represents a transfer of income and not a 
unique form of economic stimulus that non-local convention center 
delegates would bring to the area. 

Having stated this, this EIS nevertheless calculated the ongoing 
economic impacts associated with spending by households who 
would occupy these residential units for the sake of comparison 
and to address public comments. These spending impacts by 
households residing at the Mohawk site should be compared to the 
ongoing spending impacts of a new convention center. It should be 
stressed, however, that these impacts are non-incremental and 
would most likely occur within Erie County even without the con¬ 
struction or renovation of the residential units. This EIS assumed 
that at 100% occupancy approximately 160 people would occupy 
the housing units, assuming 2.29 people per household. An esti¬ 
mate for per capita income in Buffalo in 2000 of approximately 
$27,511 dollars was used to calculate total household income. 
Disposable income was assumed to be equal to 80% of this total 
amount. Economic impacts were estimated from approximately 
$3.5 million in annual spending associated with these households. 
Table C-14 shows that assuming 100% occupancy, household 
spending of the Mohawk site residents would generate a total of 
$5.2 million in total economic impact and a total of 40 jobs annu¬ 
ally across Erie County. As noted, however, these economic im¬ 
pacts can not be classified as net new or incremental impacts on the 
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county. It should be noted that even if the convention center were 
built on the Mohawk site, the impacts displayed in Table C-14 
would likely not be lost to the county. The residents who would 
generate these economic impacts would most likely still reside in 
Erie County and/or elsewhere in downtown Buffalo. The impacts 
displayed in Table C-14 could only be classified as net new or in¬ 
cremental economic impacts on the region if each and every 
household occupying one of the 70 units moved to the site from 
outside the Buffalo/Erie MSA. Assuming that the foregone house¬ 
hold spending was by residents new to the downtown area from 
outside of Erie County, the net economic impacts of convention 
center operations spending would be $60.5 million in total eco¬ 
nomic output (i.e., $65.7 million minus $ 5.2 million; compare Ta¬ 
ble C-6 to Table C-14). 

Table C-14 Summary of Economic Impacts Derived from Estimate of Household 


Spending at Mohawk Site (Assuming Construction of 70 Residential 
Units) _ 


| Erie County 

Direct 

Indirect 

Induced 

Total j 

Economic Output 

$3.9 

$0.6 

$0.7 

$5.2 

Employee Compensation 

$0.8 

$0.2 

$0.2 

$ 1.3 

Employment 

27 

5 

7 

40 


C.7 Convention Center Construction and 
Headquarters-Quality Hotel — Economic 
Impacts 

This section provides (1) updated projections of the development 
costs for the construction of the various convention center alterna¬ 
tives and headquarters-quality hotel, (2) a summary of the short¬ 
term non-recurring economic impacts of the construction of the 
convention center alternatives and the hotel, (3) an analysis of hotel 
financing under different assumptions concerning market condi¬ 
tions. 

The estimates of hotel development costs and economic impacts 
are not site-specific. Therefore, only one estimate of these costs 
and the economic impacts is provided for a newly constructed ho¬ 
tel. The three alternatives that are described are the Mohawk site, 
the renovation/expansion of the existing facility, and the Water¬ 
front site. This section provides background detail on the eco¬ 
nomic impact estimates and collates and compares past work on 
construction costs and economic impacts for this phase. 
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Direct Construction Costs 

Development costs including project physical contingencies for the 
three possible convention center alternatives are estimated to range 
between $142 and $168 million. The renovation/expansion alter¬ 
native is the most expensive, while the Waterfront alternative is the 
least expensive. There is a small difference in total costs between 
the renovation/expansion and Mohawk alternatives. The amenity 
costs include structured parking space options for all of the alter¬ 
natives. For the Mohawk alternative, amenities also include public 
square/streetscape costs, a link to the Hyatt Hotel, and Mohawk 
ramp replacement parking (650 spaces), as well as additional 
structured parking for 650 spaces. The updated convention center 
capital costs for the Mohawk alternative were provided by Cannon 
Design Associates. 

It should be noted that the construction cost estimates are planning- 
level estimates designed to present order-of-magnitude costs and to 
highlight relative differences between alternatives. 

The updated estimated cost of constructing a 400-room headquar¬ 
ters-quality hotel is $67 million. The development costs for this 
hotel were based on information provided in the Economics Re¬ 
search Associate (ERA) study “Analysis of the Factors Affecting 
the Development of a Convention Center Hotel in Buffalo, New 
York” (Economics Research Associate 1998). The original costs 
provided by ERA were based on a cost per room average from a 
sample of convention center complementary hotels. The costs per 
room were updated using a cost escalation factor obtained from the 
Engineering News Record publication. (Details on these estimates 
are provided at the end of this document.) The headquarters- 
quality hotel cost estimate is not site specific. Therefore, in as¬ 
sessing total project related costs, the same hotel cost estimate was 
added to each convention center construction cost estimate. Table 
C-15 shows the detailed project cost estimates for each alternative. 

It should be noted that total project costs include the total devel¬ 
opment cost of the hotel, of which about slightly more than one- 
half ($36.1 / $66.8 million = 54%) will be bom by the private de¬ 
veloper. To provide a more realistic cost estimate for the state and 
county, the combined project cost estimate should net out private 
equity contributions for the development of both the center and 
hotel. Subtracting private deyelopment costs for the hotel, the total 
cost of the project varies between $173.1 and $198.9 million. Note 
that the adjusted total project cost estimate does not reflect private 
equity investment in the convention center alternatives. 
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Economic Impact Estimates from Construction Phase 

In calculating the economic impacts, land acquisition costs and 
project contingencies were excluded. These costs are traditionally 
excluded because they do not represent hard or tangible expendi¬ 
tures for which initial final demand direct expenditures can be 
linked and estimated. The highlighted portion of Table C-15 
shows the cost elements or direct expenditures that were used to 
estimate the economic impacts. The IMPLAN economic input- 
output modeling program was used to calculate the economic im¬ 
pacts. It should be noted that both the Johnson Study and the 
KPMG study used IMPLAN as well. By using IMPLAN, a widely 
used software package, this EIS has provided consistency and con¬ 
tinuity with other studies’ economic impact estimates. 


Table C-15 Comparison of Construction and Total Project Costs for Each Convention 
Center Alternative ($ millions)__ 



Cost Category 

Mohawk Site 

Waterfront 

Site 

Expansion 

Alternative 

I 

Site Costs 


Land Acquisition 

$12.0 

$2.37 

EH 


Relocation Cost 

$2.1 

$- 

$- 


Hazardous Material Removal Allowance 
& Building Demolition 

$5.4 

$1.5 

$4.0 


Utility Relocation & Site Clearing 





Subtotal Site Costs 

$19.5 

$3.9 

$14.0 

II 

Construction Costs 


Building Construction Costs 1 

$88.1 

$88.1 

$101.2 


Amenities 3 

$25.9 

$19.5 

$19.8 


Subtotal Construction Costs 

$114.0 

$107.6 

$121.0 

III 

Soft Costs 


Furnishings, Fixtures and Equipment 
(FFE) 

$8.1 

$8.1 

$8.1 


Testing & Inspection 

$0.6 

$0.6 

$0.6 


Design, Engineering, Legal & Accounting 
Fees 2 

$9.2 

$9.2 

$9.2 


Subtotal Soft Costs: 

$17.9 

$17.9 

$17.9 

IV 


$15.1 

$13.0 

$15.3 


% of total costs 

9.1% 

9.1% 

9.1% 

■ 

Subtotal Convention Center Project 

Costs 

$166.5 

$142.4 

$168.2 

Hotel Development Costs 


Category - 


Land 

$5.4 

$5.4 

$5.4 


Hard Costs 

$46.8 

$46.8 

$46.8 
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Table C-15 Comparison of Construction and Total Project Costs for Each Convention 
Center Alternative ($ millions) _ 







FF & E 

$8.2 

$8.2 

$8.2 


Construction Financing 

$3.7 

$3.7 

$3.7 


Pre-Opening and Financing 

$0.9 

$0.9 

$0.9 


Legal, Accounting, Other 

$1.7 

$1.7 

$1.7 


Subtotal, Hotel Development Costs 

$66.8 

$66.8 

$66.8 

Total Project Cost Estimates 

$233.3 

$209.2 

$235.0 


Sources: Cannon Design, Stievater Associates, Ecology and Environment, Inc. 


Notes: 

1 Costs were escalated using the ENR construction costs index for the Buffalo area or the nearest area. After this period a 3% 
costs escalation factor was used. 

2 Design, Engineering etc. fees were allocated to the individual categories based on the KPMG report. 

3 Amenities includes parking spaces and in the case of the Mohawk alternative, ramp replacement parking, link to Hyatt, and 
public square/streetscape costs. 


Economic impacts are measured by employment, industry output, 
and employee compensation. It should be noted that the economic 
impacts of the construction of both the convention center and hotel 
are non-recurring and will only provide economic stimulus during 
the construction period. After this period, the recurring economic 
stimulus will come from the operation of the convention center. 

The economic impacts are measured by direct, indirect, and in¬ 
duced economic effects. The direct effects represent the impacts 
(e.g., changes in employment, income, and output) for the expen¬ 
ditures and/or production values specified as direct final demand 
changes. These expenditures that were entered into the model as 
inputs all flow from the construction cost estimates and are 
grouped by industries that would be directly impacted from the 
contracts. The value of the construction, amenity packages, demo¬ 
lition costs, and soft costs (e.g., engineering design fees) were 
specified as final demand changes for inputs to the model. 
IMPLAN calculates direct labor requirements based on historic 
output and earnings productivity ratios for the region for each cate¬ 
gory of construction and construction-related spending. 

The indirect effects represent the impacts (e.g., change in employ¬ 
ment) caused by the iteration of industries purchasing from indus¬ 
tries resulting from direct final demand changes. A direct purchase 
will result in an industry supplier re-spending those portions of ex¬ 
penditures that it receives from the initial purchase and the suppli¬ 
ers to those suppliers re-spending in a similar fashion. An eco- 
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nomic model is needed to properly capture and simulate the inter¬ 
industry relationships within the region. 

Induced effects represent the impacts on all local industries caused 
by the expenditures of new household income generated by the di¬ 
rect and indirect effects of final demand changes. The total im¬ 
pacts are the sum of the direct, indirect, and induced effects on 
economic activity. 

Construction Employment 

The revised estimates assume that the design and construction of 
the new convention center will take 2.5 years and employ a total 
1,784 people in Erie County and provide 1,854 jobs statewide over 
that period. The total figure represents total labor requirements for 
the project itself (field labor), as well as jobs generated indirectly 
.and by impacted households spending their incomes over the 
multi-year period. For a given year, the number of jobs generated 
is expected to be roughly proportional to the construction spending 
disbursement schedule in Table C-16. 


Table C-16 Construction Spending 


Disbursement Schedule 




2003 

6.0 

2004 

49.0 

2005 

43.7 

2006 

1.3 

Total 

100.0 


\ 


Table C-17 shows the summary of employment impacts for both 
Erie County and New York State. 


Table C-17 Construction-Related Employment 

Estimates from Construction Phase of 
the New Convention Center 






Erie County 

Direct 

976 

902 

1014 

Indirect 

440 

406 

457 

Induced 

368 

341 

382 

County Total 

1784 

1648 

1854 

New York State 

Direct 

976 

902 

1014 
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Table C-17 Construction-Related Employment 


Estimates from Construction Phase of 
the New Convention Center 










Indirect 

460 

425 

479 

Induced 

408 

377 

424 

State Total 

1844 

1704 

1916 


Includes employment from construction of centers and amenities, demolition. 
Furnishing, Fixtures and Equipment (FFE), testing, inspection and design, engineering, 
legal and accounting services. Amenities relates primarily to parking. 


Construction Economic Impact 

The construction economic impact is measured by total industry 
output that can be attributed to the construction of the new con¬ 
vention center. Industry output is the value of total industry pro¬ 
duction for the industries that are affected by construction activi¬ 
ties. Table C-18 shows the total estimated economic impact for the 
various proposed alternatives. 

Table C-18 Construction Economic Impact Estimates 


(millions of 2001 dollars) 










Erie County 

Direct 

$ 127.5 

$ 117.6 

$ 132.5 

Indirect 

$46.5 

$42.9 

$48.3 

Induced 

$34.8 

$32.2 

$36.2 

County Total 

$208.8 

$ 192.7 

$217.0 

New York State 

Direct 

$ 127.5 

$ 117.6 

$ 132.5 

Indirect 

$49.9 

$46.0 

$51.9 

Induced 

$39.2 

$36.2 

$40.7 

State Total 

$216.6 

$ 199.8 

$225.1 


* Economic impact is measured by total industry output. Industry output is the 
cumulative value of the industries’ total production. 


Most of the expected economic stimulus will be directly related to 
the construction activities and spending that will be concentrated in 
the downtown area and Erie County over the course of the 2.5-year 
buildout period. 

Table C-18 shows that the construction of the new convention 
center will have an economic impact between $193 and $217 mil¬ 
lion countywide and between a $200 million and $225 million 
economic impact statewide, depending on the alternative chosen. 
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Employee Compensation Impact 

Employee compensation describes the total payroll costs (including 
benefits) of each industry in the region. It includes the wages and 
salaries of workers who are paid by employers as well as benefits, 
such as health and life insurance, retirement payments, and non¬ 
cash compensation. In the IMPLAN model, employee compensa¬ 
tion is derived for each industry from government sources. The 
construction of the new convention center is expected to generate 
between $58 and $65 million in wages countywide and between 
$65 and $73 million in employee compensation statewide. Table 
C-19 shows the estimates of construction activity related wages for 
each alternative. 

It is important to note that the economic boost or stimulus to the 
county and state from these wages will be a one-time or non¬ 
recurring benefit. 

Table C-19 Construction Economic Impacts: Employee 


Compensation (millions of 2001 dollars) 










Erie County 

Direct 

$34.8 

$32.2 

$36.2 

Indirect 

$ 16.6 

$ 15.3 

$ 17.2 

Induced 

$ 11.2 

$ 10.3 

$11.6 

County Total 

$62.6 

$57.8 

$65.0 

New York State 

Direct 

$37.7 

$34.9 

$39.2 

Indirect 

$ 19.1 

$ 17.6 

$ 19.8 

Induced 

$ 13.3 

' $ 12.3 

$ 13.8 

State Total 

$70.1 

$64.8 

$72.8 


C.7.1 Fiscal Impacts from Convention Center 
Construction 

Table C-20 compares the fiscal impact or tax revenues generated 
for the convention center alternatives. These tax revenues repre¬ 
sent one-time or non-recurring revenues to the state and local gov¬ 
ernments flowing from the construction spending-related stimulus 
over the entire construction period. The tax revenues displayed 
were calculated with the IMPLAN model. For a given year of the 
construction period, the tax revenues should be prorated according 
to the percentage of construction spending disbursement in that 
year. For example, in 2005, 43.7% of the total anticipated tax 
revenue estimates displayed in Table C-20 would be the impact on 
the state and local governments in that year. 
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Table C-20 Non-Recurring Fiscal Impacts of Construction Alternatives 
(in 2001 dollars)_ 










Erie County 

Employee Compensation 

127,346 

117,712 

132,325 

Household Expenditures 

3,313,655 

3,067,318 

3,441,138 

Enterprises (Corporation) 

441,748 

408,102 

459,050 

Indirect Business Taxes 

4,855,500 

4,475,607 

5,047,808 

Total 

8,738,249 

8,068,736 

9,080,320 

New York State 

Employee Compensation 

129,648 

119,879 

134,706 

Household Expenditures 

3,717,982 

3,440,244 

3,861,656 

Enterprises (Corporation) 

489,070 

451,678 

508,269 

Indirect Business Taxes 

5,173,404 

4,768,541 

5,378,418 

Total 

9,510,105 

8,780,342 

9,883,049 

Largest Tax Items: 

Erie County 

Personal tax: Income 

2,676,647 

2,477,706 

2,779,601 

Indirect business tax: Property Tax 

2,437,474 

2,246,767 

2,534,013 

Indirect business tax: Sales Tax 

2,119,148 

1,953,347 

2,203,080 

Subtotal 

7,233,269 

6,677,819 

7,516,695 

New York State 

Personal tax: Income 

2,987,504 

2,764,360 

3,102,933 

Indirect business tax: Property Tax 

2,597,063 

2,393,821 

2,699,981 

Indirect business tax: Sales Tax 

2,257,896 

2,081,196 

2,347,372 

Subtotal 

7,842,462 

7,239,377 

8,150,286 


Note: 

Taxes from employee compensation are social insurance, taxes - employee and employer 
contributions. 

Taxes from household expenditures are all personal taxes: income tax, motor vehicle license, 
fines/fees, fish/hunt, & property taxes. 

Taxes from enterprises represent corporate profits tax, and dividends. 

Indirect business taxes represent motor vehicle license, other taxes, property taxes, S/L non-taxes 
and sales tax. 

C.8 Headquarters-Quality Hotel Construction 
Impact 

This EIS also evaluated the construction-related economic impacts 
flowing from the development costs of a 400-room headquarters- 
quality hotel to be situated in proximity to the new convention 
center. The 1MPLAN software was also used to estimate the eco¬ 
nomic impacts. Direct spending impacts from hard costs, furnish¬ 
ings, fixtures, and equipment and soft costs related to professional 
services (e.g., legal, accounting, and engineering) were evaluated 
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and modeled. Currently, the total cost to develop a 400-room hotel 
is approximately $66.8 million. The total cost estimate includes 
financing charges and land acquisition. The total development 
cost, consisting of hard construction costs, soft costs, and FFE 
amounts to $56.7 million. The amount of $56.7 million in con¬ 
struction-related expenditures was used to estimate the economic 
impacts. 

The hotel development costs were originally provided by Eco¬ 
nomics Research Associates (ERA) and were updated with the cur¬ 
rent dollar value. The total hotel development costs are not site- 
specific and are presented above in Table C-15. It should be noted 
that because a given site has not been identified, the costs pre¬ 
sented in Table C-15 are order-of-magnitude costs and could vary 
with site-specific factors such as demolition and relocation costs. 
The hotel development costs are meant to provide a ballpark figure 
for the current costs of constructing a 400-room headquarters- 
quality hotel. 

Table C-21 presents a summary of the estimated economic benefits 
to be derived from the construction of a headquarters-quality hotel. 
Note that these economic impacts are gross in nature and do not 
consider the cost of the economic activity that would be displaced 
from the location of the future hotel site. As a proxy for this cost, 
the total economic impacts presented below can be compared to the 
construction impacts from the 70 residential units discussed above 
in addressing alternative developments at the Mohawk site. 


Table C-21 Headquarters Quality Hotel Construction Related Economic Impacts 
Summary of Economic Impacts ($ million, except for employment) 



Direct 

Indirect 

Induced 

Total 


Employment 

432 

196 

160 

788 

Employee Compensation 

$ 14.0 

$6.9 

$4.5 

.$ 25.4 

Economic Impact (industry output) 

$52.0 

$ 19.3 

$ 14.0 

$85.4 

New York State 

Employment 

432 

206 

178 

815 

Employee Compensation 

$ 15.1 

$7.9 

$5.4 

$28.4 

Economic Impact (industry output) 

$52.0 

$20.9 

$ 15.8 

$88.8 


Table C-21 shows that the construction of the hotel would generate 
a non-recurring annual total of 788 short-term jobs and a total of 
$85.4 million in total economic impact countywide. The projec¬ 
tions assume that the hotel will be built in a 1-year period. 
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Headquarters Hotel Financing 

In order to address comments relating to the development value 
and financing of a new headquarters-quality hotel, this EIS also 
includes an updated hotel financing hypothetical originally pro¬ 
vided by Economics Research Associates (ERA). The financing 
hypothetical update is useful because it uses current Erie County 
hotel occupancy and room rate information that is supplemented 
with data originally provided by ERA. Table C-22 shows the 
number of rooms and average roorh rate for the core hotels in the 
closest proximity to the proposed convention center alternatives. 
The revised financing hypothetical was carried out using data for 
Erie County as a whole and more recent hotel occupancy rate in¬ 
formation obtained from Smith Travel Research reflecting annual 
average occupancy from January to October 2001. The average 
room rate for Erie County was used in order to provide a more con¬ 
servative estimate of cash flow. It is acknowledged that average 
downtown area room rates would most likely be higher than the 
Erie County average however. 


Table C-22 Calculation of Downtown Hotel Room Inventory 
and Room Weighted Average Double Rate 





Adam’s Mark Hotel 

486 

$ 132.00 

Hampton Inn & Suites 

137 

$ 109.00 

Holiday Inn Buffalo Downtown 

168 

$ 110.00 

Hyatt Regency Buffalo 

395 

$ 139.00 

Radisson Suites Hotel Buffalo Downtown 

146 

$ 120.00 

Total (Downtown Sample) 

1,332 

$ 127.62 

Erie County 

7,678 

$74.34 


Source: Smith Travel Research, Standard Historical Trend, Erie County, Jan.-Oct. 
2001 and information provided by select downtown hotels. 


Table C-23 shows the steps that were used to update the hypotheti¬ 
cal. 

Table C-23 Comparison and Update of Hotel Development Costs, Funding 


Ability and Identification of Funding Gap for 400-Room 
Headquarters Quality Hotel_ 


1 




1 

Average Cost to Construct a Room 

$ 153,208 

$ 166,996 

2 

Number of Rooms 

400 

400 

3 

Hotel costs 

$61,283,200 

‘ $ 66,798,400 

Income Generation and Financing Hypothetical 
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Table C-23 Comparison and Update of Hotel Development Costs, Funding 


Ability and Identification of Funding Gap for 400-Room 
Headquarters Quality Hotel_ 





4 Occupancy Rate a 

65.0% 

65.5% 

5 Average Daily Room Rate a 

$85 

$ 74.34 

6 Total Annual Room Revenue 

$ 8,066,500 

$7,109,134 

7 Ratio of Room Revenue to Total Revenue 

51.1% 

51.1% 

8 Total Annual Hotel Revenue 

$ 15,785,714 

$ 13,912,200 

9 Income before depreciation, rent, 

amortization and other taxes (as a % of Total 
Revenue) 

23.2% 

23.2% 

10 Income before depreciation, rent amortization 
and other taxes (Estimate) 

$ 3,662,286 

x $ 3,227,630 

11 Income Capitalization Rate b 

11.0% 

8.93% 

12 Project Value, amount of development costs 
the project would support 

$ 33,293,506 

$ 36,143,673 

13 Funding Gap = hotel cost less capitalized 
value 

$ 27,989,694 

$30,654,727 


a Source: Smith Travel Research Standard Historical Trend, Erie County, Jan.-Oct. 2001. 
h Updated capitalization rate calculated as average prime rate for 2001 (Jan-Dec) plus a risk premium of 2% 
for the Buffalo market. 


Step 10 of Table C-23 shows that the hotel could be expected to 
generate $3.2 million annually to support private debt service, 
given the assumptions used. This cash flow estimate was based on 
a 65.5% occupancy rate and an average daily room rate of $74.34. 
Step 13 of Table C-23 shows the funding gap, which in this case 
was calculated by subtracting the estimated hotel capitalized value 
from the total development costs. The projected value, based on 
capitalized cash flow, is less than the estimated construction cost. 
Therefore, to make the project feasible for a private developer, 
some amount of public subsidy would be necessary. The funding 
gap or required financing subsidy identifies a ballpark estimate of 
the amount of public subsidy that would be required to entice pri¬ 
vate development of a headquarters-quality hotel. 

The hypothetical above does not consider the impact on hotel oc¬ 
cupancy rates from an additional 400 rooms entering the market in 
downtown Buffalo and the resulting impact on average room rates. 
To address this issue, a sensitivity analysis considered hotel occu¬ 
pancy rates of 40%, 50%, 60%, and 70%, the corresponding aver¬ 
age room rates and the impact on cash flow available for debt 
service. 


02:001288_EC02_02-B0724 
APC.doc-2/21/02 


C-46 




C. Economic Impacts 


m 

U ecology and environment, inc. 


The average room rates that correspond to these hotel occupancy 
rates were identified from the following relationship depicted in 
the chart below. The scatter plot shows the average relationship 
between hotel occupancy rates and average room rates for Erie 
County. The line indicates that occupancy rates of 40%, 50%, 
60%, and 70% correspond to room rates of $61.5, $65.0, $68.6, 
and $72.2 on average, respectively. 



Table C-24 shows the results of the sensitivity analysis. 

Table C-24 Comparison of Hotel Cash Flow, Project Value and 


Funding Gap Under Varying Market Conditions for a 400 
Room HQ Hotel 






40% -$61.47 

$1.6 

$18.3 

$48.5 

50% - $65 

$2.2 

$24.1 

$42.7 

60% - $68.6 

$2.7 

$30.6 

$36.2 

70% - $72.2 

$3.4 

$37.5 

$29.3 


Table C-24 shows that an occupancy rate of 40% and an average 
room rate of $61.5 would raise the funding gap to $48.5 million 
from the updated estimate of $30.6 million shown in Table C-23. 
The sensitivity analysis is another way of modeling excess supply 
of room inventory at various times of the year. Lower room rates 
are associated with lower occupancy rates. Table C-24 is useful 
because it brackets the changes in key financing variables that 
would be influenced by an oversupply of rooms given slower eco- 


02:001288_EC02_02-B0724 
APC.doc-2/21/02 


C-47 















































































































C. Economic Impacts 


ecology and environment, Inc. 


nomic conditions. For example, if expected convention-related 
hotel activity did not reach expectations, lower associated occu¬ 
pancy rates would raise the funding gap and subsidies required for 
hotel financing suggested by Table C-24. 

Table C-24 can be used to respond to questions regarding how 
much the construction of a headquarters-quality hotel would add to 
total project costs (considering the public subsidy) under varying 
market conditions. Table C-24 shows that depending on market 
conditions, total convention center development costs (presented in 
Table C-15) could be expected to rise by between $29 and $48.5 
million with the addition of the hotel. 

It should also be noted that this EIS evaluated the historic seasonal 
fluctuations in convention center attendance over the course of a 
given year. Contrary to common perceptions, the bulk of conven¬ 
tion center activity occurs within the first quarter of a given year. 
The figure below shows the historic pattern. This point is first 
noted in Section 2 (Purpose and Need) of this EIS. 

It should also be noted that this EIS evaluated the historic seasonal 
fluctuations in convention center attendance over the course of a 
given year. Contrary to common perceptions, the bulk of conven¬ 
tion center activity occurs within the first quarter of a given year. 
This point is first noted in Section 2 (Purpose and Need) of this 
EIS. 

C.9 Net Economic Impact Summary and 

Analysis Related to the Justification of the 
Public Investment 

In order to compare convention center alternatives and the net eco¬ 
nomic impacts that were estimated for each option, estimated 
statewide benefits and public funding obligations associated with 
both the capital and operational financing needs of the centers and 
complementary headquarters-quality hotel were compared on an 
annual basis. 

Convention centers, stadiums, and arenas are typically evaluated 
based on net economic impact analysis. This sort of analysis is 
based on the assumption that facilities serve a unique role in im¬ 
porting new dollars, spent by visitors, into the economy. Out-of- 
town attendees or visitors are relevant because they would not 
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Buffalo Convention Center Attendance 
by Month - All Events 
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spend money in the region without the events at these facilities. As 
mentioned above, the new spending stimulus is multiplied 
throughout the economy by successive rounds of spending. Con¬ 
sequently, multipliers are needed to fully evaluate the extent of 
these impacts. 

In the enterprise-based analysis, only the direct costs of running 
and operating the convention center would be considered and com¬ 
pared to the financial revenues to be earned from events, without 
considering any subsidies. The operating deficits show that, taken 
alone, the enterprise-level analysis would not justify the required 
public investment. Most convention centers are developed on the 
basis that the centers themselves will not likely generate enough 
revenue to cover their operational costs (Petersen, Chapter 8). 

The fiscal analysis compares new tax revenues created by conven¬ 
tion delegates to the operating deficits and convention center’s am¬ 
ortized development costs. The fiscal analysis does not consider 
the center’s role as an economic catalyst to a region. Fiscal analy¬ 
sis does not consider the potentially positive contribution that the 
center will make to the region’s economy by creating new jobs and 
expanding regional output.. > 


02:001288_EC02_02-B0724 
APC.doc-2/21/02 


C-49 































































































ecology and environment, Inc. 


C. Economic Impacts 


The economy-wide perspective compares all of the quantifiable 
costs of running the convention center with all of the quantifiable 
benefits, regardless of who bears the costs or enjoys the benefits. 
The benefits from an economy-wide perspective include all of the 
income generated by spending by visitors who are responsible for 
importing dollars into our region. 

Table C-25 shows that the return on the convention center invest¬ 
ment is negative when one only considers these flows. In fact, in¬ 
direct costs related to infrastructure demands are not even quanti¬ 
fied, and the net present value is negative. The relevant discount 
rate in this kind of calculation is the state’s cost of capital. For the 
convention center alternatives, this would most likely be a 
weighted average of state and local (county) bond yields on general 
obligation bonds. In table C-25, 5 % is used as an approximation 
for the public cost of capital. 


Table C-25 Mohawk Alternative - Fiscal Analysis ($ millions) 




1 

Dosts 

Benefits 

Year 

Debt 

Service 

Operating 

Deficit 

CVB 

Marketing 

Costs 

Indirect 
Costs (e.g., 
roads, fire 
department 
services) 

State and 
Local Tax 
Revenues 

Net 

Benefits 

Discounted 
Net Benefits 

2005 



-0.7 



-0.7 

-0.576 

2006 

-15.0 

-2.73 

-0.7 



-18.43 

-14.440 

2007 

-15.0 

-3.07 

-0.7 


4.9 

-13.87 

-10.350 

2008 

-15.0 

-3.53 

-0.7 


5.4 

-13.83 

-9.829 

2009 

-15.0 

-4.12 

-0.7 


5.7 

-14.12 

-9.557 

2010 

-15.0 

-4.12 

-0.7 

) 

6.3 

-13.52 

-8.715 

2011 

-15.0 

-4.12 

-0.7 


6.3 

-13.52 

-8.300 

2012 

-15.0 

-4.12 

-0.7 


6.3 

-13.52 

-7.905 

2013 

-15.0 

-4.12 

-0.7 


6.3 

-13.52 

-7.528 

2014 

-15.0 

-4.12 

-0.7 


6.3 

-13.52 

-7.170 

2015 

-15.0 

-4.12 

-0.7 


6.3 

-13.52 

-6.829 

NPV @ 

5% 






$ (91.20) 


Table C-25 shows that the expected tax revenues do not provide an 
adequate return on investment. The table shows that the sum of the 
discounted net present value of benefits is negative over the period 
shown. The evaluation of the convention center alternatives must 
consider the total wealth that is created in our region in calculating 
a return on investment. 

Table C-26 provides a public cost-benefit evaluation of the pro¬ 
posed convention center projects and compares the relevant bene¬ 
fits represented by annual statewide economic impacts (i.e., total 
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industry output) to the annualized public expenditures associated 
with delivering these benefits and creating wealth in our region. 
The relevant annual public expenditures are derived from capital 
and operational costs associated with the center’s annual operation. 


Table C-26 Net Annual Economic Impact Estimate Based on Projections 
for Year 2007 impacts and Costs ($ millions)__ 






(1) Annual economic impact (statewide) 

$67.3 

$49.9 

$44.4 

(2) Approximate debt service requirement 

$(15.0) 

$(13.6) 

$(15.3) 

(3) Operating deficit in a stabilized year 

$(2.7) 

$(2.7) 

$(2.8) 

(4) Estimated HQ Hotel Financing Subsidy 

$(3.07) 

$(3.07) 

$(3.07) 

(5) Total Estimated Annual Expenditure 

$(20.8) 

$(19.4) 

$(21.2) 

(6) Net Annual Economic Impact 

$46.5 

$30.5 

$23.2 


♦Note: Hotel subsidy is assumed to be phased in over a 10-year period. 


Table C-26 shows the relevant benefit and expenditure streams that 
were used in the net economic impact estimate. It is noted that the 
Johnson study also presented a similar kind of annual cost-benefit 
comparison that focused on the most important benefit and cost 
streams (Johnson, Buffalo Convention Center Feasibility Study, 
Executive Summary, p. 18, 1997). 

In this particular comparison, only the new convention center al¬ 
ternatives are compared, because they involve similar cost streams. 
The Modified No-Action Alternative and the No-Action Alterna¬ 
tive are not comparable to the other alternatives, so they are not 
included in this table. 

Table C-26 summarizes an economy-wide analysis. The economy¬ 
wide analysis is in contrast to an enterprise-based analysis or state 
fiscal analysis. 

Annual net benefit comparisons are acceptable when all costs and 
benefits are expressed on an annualized basis. This comparison 
avoids the need to assign all of the future anticipated economic im¬ 
pacts and costs to future years and then to discount the streams to 
present value. However, the EIS makes this comparison for all al¬ 
ternatives. 5 

In addition, to be as comprehensive as possible, the estimated an¬ 
nual public subsidy for a 400-room headquarters-quality hotel is 


5 See Noll, supra, page 90. 
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also included as a taxpayer-sourced expenditure. The total identi¬ 
fied subsidy is spread over a 10-year period. This treatment recog¬ 
nizes that the tax incentives and/or other subsidies required to ren¬ 
der the hotel attractive to a developer would be phased in over sev¬ 
eral years. The lump sum subsidy associated with the hotel was 
calculated above in Table C-23. 

The annual recurring total economic impacts (benefits) flowing 
from the headquarter-quality hotel’s total operational spending are 
only partially represented in the calculation below. This is because 
the total economic impacts only include consumption benefits from 
out-of-town delegates related to convention center activities. The 
remaining economic impacts that can be attributed to the hotel’s 
other customer spending is not considered below. However, this 
recurring economic impact benefit is not needed to demonstrate 
that the convention center activity (together with annual hotel fi¬ 
nancing) generates positive net benefits to the community. 

The first row of Table C-26 compares the annual statewide eco¬ 
nomic impacts (i.e., total industry output) expected to be generated 
from the convention center alternatives in a stable year of demand, 
2007, from Table C-6 above. The second row is an estimate of an¬ 
nual debt service requirements (that was calculated as equivalent to 
approximately 9.7% of total project costs less site acquisition. The 
third row shows an estimate of the operating deficit of the facility 
in a stable year of demand, 2007. The fourth row adds an estimate 
of the amortized headquarters-quality hotel funding gap from Table 
C-23 above. The estimated funding gap is assumed to be non-site- 
specific and it is also assumed that this gap will be met with public 
funds. The fifth row shows the estimated total annual public ex¬ 
penditures that would be associated with each convention center 
alternative. 

The net annual economic impact comparisons demonstrate that the 
estimated public expenditures would achieve the largest return on 
public investment from the Mohawk site alternative. Given the 
assumptions that were used, the Waterfront site and Expan¬ 
sion/Renovation alternatives would not add as much wealth to our 
region, in terms of economic output, as the Mohawk site would. 

To reiterate, the main reasons for the differences in net economic 
impacts stem from the assumptions used that relate to attendance, 
direct spending per out-of-town delegate day, and relative expen¬ 
ditures, some of which flow from these assumptions. For the Wa¬ 
terfront alternative, direct spending per out-of-town delegate day 
could reasonably be expected to be less than the Mohawk facility’s 
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due to the isolation of this alternative from the CBD. In addition, 
the relative size of the capital costs also influences the above cal¬ 
culations of net economic impact by affecting debt service costs. 

Table C-27 responds directly to citizen comments on the costs and 
benefits per job created associated with the convention center al¬ 
ternatives. Table C-27 compares the total economic impact per job 
created to the public cost per job created. The net economic im¬ 
pact per job is the difference between the two items. Economic 
impact is measured by total industry output per job created, while 
the public cost is represented by the public funding costs (both 
capital and operational) presented in Table C-26. 


Table C-27 Calculation of Net Annual Economic Impact per Job Created 
for Convention Center Options - Projected Year 2007_ 





(1) Annual number of jobs created 

857 

636 

566 

(2) Annual economic impact (output) 

$67.3 

$49.9 

$44.4 

(3) Approximate debt service 
requirement 

$(15.0) 

$(13.6) 

$(15.3) 

(4) Operating deficit in a stabilized year 

$(2.7) 

$(2.7) 

$(2.8) 

(5) Estimated HQ Hotel Financing 
Subsidy 

$(3.07) 

$(3.07) 

$(3.07) 

(6) Total Estimated Annual 

Expenditure 

$(20.8) 

$(19.4) 

$(21.2) 

(7) Cost per job created from center 
operations 

$24,271 

$30,503 

$37,456 

(8) Economic Impact per job created 
from center operations 

$78,530 

$78,459 

$78,445 

(9) Net economic impact per job 
created 

$54,259 

$47,956 

$40,989 


Table C-27 presents the total annual number of jobs that would be 
supported statewide by convention center operations. The Mo¬ 
hawk site yields the highest net benefits (economic impact) per job 
created. Given the assumptions that were used, the Mohawk site 
results in the most prudent use of the taxpayer’s dollar in deliver¬ 
ing job creation and wealth to our region. 

Comparing Net Present Value of Alternatives Over a 10- 
Year Horizon 

The various alternatives were also compared over a 10-year plan¬ 
ning horizon by comparing the projected cost streams for each al¬ 
ternative to the projected economic impacts (measured by eco- 
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nomic output) that would be generated county-wide. The follow¬ 
ing comparison is based on the economy-wide perspective that 
compares all of the quantifiable costs of running the convention 
center with all of the quantifiable benefits, regardless of who bears 
the costs or enjoys the benefits. 

Although the Modified No-Action Alternative involves a different 
scale of proposed capital investment, the alternative is included in 
this section because the EIS evaluates and contrasts all alternatives 
over the 10-year planning horizon. 

Table C-28 shows a summary of the sum of the net present value 
for all alternatives over a 10-year period. The first column, called 
Annual Flows, is for all net-benefit streams or flows over this pe¬ 
riod. The second column, called Incremental, compares the net- 
benefit annual flows to the flows that would be generated under the 
No-Action Alternative. The No-Action Alternative is regarded as a 
baseline. The Incremental column subtracts the No-Action Alter¬ 
native net-benefit flows from the various alternatives to show how 
the incremental net benefits compare to other alternatives. This 
procedure is consistent with what is termed With/Without Analysis 
in cost-benefit analysis. The No-Action Alternative is considered 
the without investment scenario, and the other alternatives are with 
investment scenarios. Tables C-29 through C-38 show the detailed 
flows and calculations behind the summary table, C-28. 

Table C-28 Summary of Net Present Value Analysis by Alternative 


($ millions) (2002 - 2011) Using Discount Rate of 12%* 





(1) Mohawk Alternative 

$212.5 

$33.6 

(2) Waterfront Alternative 

$167.7 

$(11.1) 

(3) Expansion Alternative 

$150.8 

$(28.1) 

(4) Modified No-Action Alternative 

$193.3 

$14.4 

(5) No-Action Alternative 

$178.9 

- 


Note: * Discount rate of 12% used as approximation for the opportunity cost of capital 


Table C-29 shows the calculation for the economic return on in¬ 
vestment for the Mohawk alternative, while Tables C-30 through 
C-38 show the calculations for the other alternatives. The top por¬ 
tion of each table shows the annual cost and benefit flows, and the 
bottom portions show the incremental flows compared to the base- 
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line situation or No-Action Alternative. The assumptions used in 
the analysis are provided below. 

Assumptions Used in Analysis Discount Rate. Note that because 
the economic analysis considers broader measures of costs and 
benefits, a higher discount rate is used than is used in the fiscal 
analysis: 1 This discount rate is often referred to as the opportunity 
cost of capital and reflects society’s alternate use of scarce re¬ 
sources. 

Debt Service. It was assumed that the existing debt service on the 
present facility would be paid off over the next two years. The 
debt service for each of the other alternatives is based on a 10-year 
amortization period. For the Modified No-Action Alternative, it is 
assumed that capitalized interest would equal 3.5%. 

Operating Deficit. The operating deficit cost flows are summa¬ 
rized in Table C-2 and vary for each alternative. 

CVB Marketing Costs. CVB marketing costs were assumed to be 
equal for all of the alternatives (for the sake of the projected com¬ 
parisons) and were based on evaluating past studies and examining 
the relationship of other convention center’s marketing costs to v - 
other cost flows. These costs were increased for expected inflation 
over time using an inflation rate of 2.5%. 

Estimated Indirect Costs. Estimated indirect costs (e.g., roads, 
fire department services) were formed by making assumptions 
from the utilities, infrastructure, and community services portion of 
the EIS and by evaluating other convention centers. These costs 
were also increased for expected inflation over time using an infla¬ 
tion rate of 2.5%. 

Estimated Financial Subsidy for Hotel. The estimated financial 
subsidy for the hotel is based on spreading the estimated public 
subsidy portion of the hotel (calculated in Table C-23) over a 10- 
year period. 

Annual Economic Impact. Annual economic impact is equal to 
the projected total economic output for Erie County, as shown in 
Table C-6. 
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Table C-29 Mohawk Alternative - Economic Analysis ($ millions)-Annual Flow 
Levels 


Costs 

Benefits 

Year 

Debt 

Service 

CVB 

Operating Marketing 
Deficit Costs 

Estimated 

Indirect 

Costs (e.g., Estimated 
roads, fire Financial Annual 

department Subsidy for Economic 
services) Hotel Impact 

Net 

Benefits 

Discounted 

Net 

Benefits 

2002 

-0.66 

-1.03 

-0.70 

-3.50 


43.4 

37.5 

33.5 

2003 

-0.66 

-1.09 

-0.72 

-3.59 


42.0 

35.9 

28.6 

2004 


-1.16 

-0.74 

-3.68 


40.2 

34.6 

24.7 

2005 


-1.25 

-0.75 

-3.77 

(3.07) 

38.8 

30.0 

19.0 

2006 

-14.99 

-2.50 

-0.77 

-3.86 

(3.07) 

37.1 

11.9 

6.7 

2007 

-14.99 

-2.73 

-0.79 

-3.96 

■H 

65.7 

40.2 

20.3 

2008 

-14.99 

-3.07 

-0.81 

-4.06 

(3.07) 

71.7 

45.7 

20.7 

2009 

-14.99 

-3.53 

-0.83 

-4.16 

(3.07) 

77.6 

51.0 

20.6 

2010 

-14.99 

-4.12 

-0.85 

-4.26 

(3.07) 

83.6 

56.3 

20.3 

2011 

-14.99 

-4.12 

-0.87 

-4.37 

(3.07) 

83.6 

56.2 

18.1 

NPV @ 
12% 








$ 212.5 
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Table C-30 Mohawk Alternative - Economic Analysis ($millions) Incremental 


Flows - Mohawk Annual Flows Less Baseline Flows, Baseline = No- 
Action Alternative 


Costs 

Benefits 

Year 

Debt 

Service 

CVB 

Operating Marketing 
Deficit Costs 

Estimated 
Indirect 
Costs (e.g., 
roads, fire 
department 
services) 

Estimated 

Financial Annual 
Subsidy for Economic 
Hotel Impact 

Net 

Benefits 

Discounted 

Net 

Benefits 

2002 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

2003 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

2004 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

2005 

0.00 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

-3.07 

0.00 

-3.06 

-1.95 

2006 

-14.99 

-1.12 

0.00 

0.00 

-3.07 

0.00 

-19.18 

-10.88 

2007 

-14.99 

-1.21 

0.00 

0.00 

-3.07 

30.20 

10.94 

5.54 

2008 

-14.99 

-1.37 

0.00 

0.00 

-3.07 

37.70 

18.28 

8.27 

2009 

-14.99 

-1.60 

0.00 

0.00 

-3.07 

45.20 

25.54 

10.32 

2010 

-14.99 

-1.90 

0.00 

0.00 

-3.07 

52.70 

32.75 

11.81 

2011 

-14.99 

-1.90 

0.00 

0.00 

-3.07 

52.70 

32.75 

10.54 

NPV @ 
12% 








$ 33.6 


Table C-31 Waterfront Alternative - Economic Analysis ($ millions) Annual Flow 
Levels 


I Costs 

Benefits 

Year 

Debt 

Service 

CVB 

Operating Marketing 
Deficit Costs 

Estimated 

Indirect 

Costs (e.g., Estimated 
roads, fire Financial Annual 

department Subsidy for Economic 
services) Hotel Impact 

Net 

Benefits 

Discounted 

Net 

Benefits 

2002 

-0.66 

-1.03 

-0.70 

-3.50 

0.00 

43.4 

37.5 

33.5 

2003 

-0.66 

-1.09 

-0.72 

-3.59 

0.00 

42.0 

35.9 

28.6 

2004 


-1.16 

-0.74 

-3.68 

0.00 

40.2 

34.6 

24.7 

2005 


-1.25 

-0.75 

-3.77 

-3.07 

38.8 

30.0 

19.0 

2006 

-13.58 

-2.50 

-0.77 

-3.86 

-3.07 

37.1 

13.3 

7.5 

2007 

-13.58 

-2.74 

-0.79 

-3.96 

-3.07 

48.7 

24.6 

12.4 

2008 

-13.58 

-3.08 

-0.81 

-4.06 

-3.07 

50.5 

25.9 

11.7 

2009 

-13.58 

-3.55 

-0.83 

-4.16 

-3.07 

52.4 

27.2 

11.0 

2010 

-13.58 

-4.13 

-0.85 

-4.26 

-3.07 

54.2 

28.3 

10.2 

2011 

-13.58 

-4.13 

-0.87 

-4.37 

-3.07 

54.2 

28.2 

9.1 

NPV @ 
12% 








$ 167.7 
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Table C-32 Waterfront Alternative - Economic Analysis ($ millions) Incremental 

Flows, Waterfront Annual Flows, Less Baseline Flows. Baseline = No- 
Action Alternative 


Costs 


Benefits 


Year 


Debt 

Service 


2002 

0.00 

2003 

0.00 

2004 

0.00 

2005 

0.00 

2006 

-13.58 

2007 

-13.58 

2008 

-13.58 

2009 

-13.58 

2010 

-13.58 

2011 

-13.58 

NPV @ 
12% 

\ 


CVB 

Operating Marketing 
Deficit Costs 


Estimated 

Indirect 

Costs (e.g., Estimated 
roads, fire Financial Annual 

department Subsidy for Economic 
services) Hotel Impact 


Net 

Benefits 



Discounted 

Net 

Benefits 


0.00 


0.00 


0.00 


-1.95 


-10.09 


-2.36 


- 0.66 


0.67 


1.71 


1.53 


( 11 - 1 ) 


Table C-33 Expansion Alternative - Economic Analysis ($ millions) Annual Flow 
Levels 



Costs 


Benefits 


CVB 


Estimated 
Indirect 
Costs (e.g., 
roads, fire, 


Year 

Debt 

Service 

Operating Marketing 
Deficit Costs 

department 

services) 

2002 

-0.66 

-1.03 

-0.70 

-3.50 

2003 

-0.66 

-1.09 

-0.72 

-3.59 

2004 


-1.16 

-0.74 

-3.68 

2005 


-1.25 

-0.75 

-3.77 

2006 

-15.34 

-2.52 

-0.77 

-3.86 

2007 

-15.34 

-2.76 

-0.79 

-3.96 

2008 

-15.34 

-3.11 

-0.81 

-4.06 

2009 

-15.34 

-3.56 

-0.83 

-4.16 

2010 

-15.34 

-4.14 

-0.85 

-4.26 

2011 

-15.34 

-4.14 

-0.87 

-4.37 


Estimated 

Financial Annual 
Subsidy for Economic 
Hotel Impact 


Net 

Benefits 



(3.07) 


(3.07) 


(3.07) 


(3.07) 


(3.07) 


(3.07) 


(3.07) 



Discounted 

Net 

Benefits 


33.5 


28.6 


24.7 


19.0 


6.5 


8.9 


8.3 


7.8 


7.2 


6 . 


150.8 
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Table C-34 Expansion Alternative - Economic Analysis ($ millions)- Incremental 
Flows - Expansion Annual Flows Less Baseline Flows. Baseline = No- 
Action Alternative 


_Costs___|_Benefits_ 

Estimated 

Indirect 

Costs (e.g., Estimated 

CVB roads, fire Financial Annual Discounted 

Debt Operating Marketing department Subsidy for Economic Net Net 

Year Service Deficit Costs services)_ Hotel _ Impact Benefits Benefits 


2002 0,00 0.00 0.00 _000_ 0.00 0.00 0.00 _ 0.00 

2003 0.00 0.00 0.00 _000_ 0.00 0.00 0.00 _ 0.00 

2004 0.00 0.01 0.00 _aoo_ 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 

2005 0.00 0.01 0.00 _ 0.00 -3.07 0.00 -3.06 -1.95 

2006 -15.34 -1.15 0.00 _ 0.00 -3.07 0.00 -19.56 -11.10 

2007 -15.34 -1.24 0.00 _ 0.00 -3.07 7.90 -11.75 -5.95 

2008 -15.34 -1.40 0.00 _ 0.00 -3.07 10.83 -8.98 -4.06 

2009 -15.34 -1.63 0.00 _ 0.00 -3.07 13.77 -6.28 -2.53 

2010 -15.34 -1.92 0.00 _ 0.00 -3.07 16.70 -3.63 -1.31 

2011 -15.34 -1.92 0.00 0.00 -3.07 16.70 -3.63 -1.17 


NPV @ , $ (28.1) 

12 % _ 


Table C-35 


Modified No-action Alternative - Economic Analysis ($ millions) An¬ 
nual Flow Levels 


Costs 


Benefits 


Year 


2002 


2003 


2004 


2005 


2006 


2007 


2008 


2009 


2010 


2011 


NPV @ 
12 % 


CVB 

Debt Operating Marketing 
Service Deficit Costs 


Estimated 

Indirect 

Costs (e.g., Estimated 
roads, fire Financial Annual 

department Subsidy for Economic 
services) Hotel Impact 


Net 

Benefits 


Discounted 

Net 

Benefits 
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Table C-36 Modified No-action Alternative - Economic Analysis ($ millions) In¬ 
cremental Flows - Modified No-action Alternative Annual Flows Less 
Baseline Flows. Baseline = No-Action Alternative 


_ Costs ___|_ Benefits _ 

Estimated 

Indirect Estimated 

CVB Costs Financial Annual Discounted 

Debt Operating Marketing (roads, fire, Subsidy for Economic Net Net 


Year 

Service 

Deficit 

Costs 

etc.) 

Hotel 

Impact 

Benefits 

Benefits 

2002 

0.00 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.02 

0.02 

2003 

-1.04 

0.03 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

-1.01 

-0.81 

2004 

-1.04 

0.03 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

-1.01 

-0.72 

2005 

-1.04 

0.03 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

-1.01 

-0.64 

2006 

-1.04 

0.03 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

-1.01 

-0.57 

2007 

-1.04 

0.03 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

6.80 

5.79 

2.93 

2008 

-1.04 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

8.40 

7.39 

3.34 

2009 

-1.04 

0.02 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

10.00 

8.98 

3.63 

2010 

-1.04 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

11.60 

10.58 

3.81 

2011 

-1.04 

0.01 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

11.60 

10.58 

3.41 


NPV @ $ 14.4 

12 % ■ _ 


Table C-37 No-action Alternative - Economic Analysis ($ millions) Annual Flow 
Levels 


Costs 


Year 


2002 


2003 


2004 


2005 


2006 


2007 


2008 


2009 


2010 


2011 


NPV 

@ 12 % 


Debt 

Service 


CVB 

Operating Marketing 


Estimated 
Indirect 
Costs 
(roads, fire, 



Deficit 

Costs 

etc.) 

-1.03 

-0.70 

-3.50 

-1.09 

-0.72 

-3.59 

-1.16 

-0.74 

-3.68 

-1.26 

-0.75 

-3.77 

-1.38 

-0.77 

-3.86 

-1.52 

-0.79 

-3.96 

-1.71 

-0.81 

-4.06 

-1.94 

-0.83 

-4.16 

-2.22 

-0.85 

-4.26 

-2.22 

-0.87 

-4.37 


Estimated 

Financial 


Hotel 



Benefits 

Annual 

Economic 

Impact 

Net 

Benefits 

43.4 

37.5 

42.0 

35.9 

40.2 

34.6 

38.8 

33.0 

37.1 

31.1 

35.5 

29.2 

34.0 

27.4 

32.4 

25.5 

30.9 

23.6 

30.9 

23.4 


Discounted 

Net 

Benefits 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

PROPOSED BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 

DRAFT EIS 


TABLE 1-1 SUMMARY OF ACCIDENTS PER INTERSECTION 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

PROPOSED BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 

DRAFT EIS 


TABLE 1-2 SUMMARY OF ACCIDENT DATA 
OAK STREET AND GENESEE 


' - TIME OF.DAY . . 1 

Mi 



mm 


\msm 

12 AM-6 AM 

6 AM- 12 PM 

12 PM - 6 PM 

6 PM -12 AM 
Unspecified Time 

0 

3 

2 

2 

0 



0 

9 

1 

1 

0.0 

64.3 

7.1 

7.1 

Northeast 

Northwest 

Southeast 

Southwest 

Unknown 

0 

0 

2 

1 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

14.3 

7.1 

0.0 

Total 

7 

100.0 

Total 

14 

100.0 


mrnm 

mm 

nraEasH 



.>ag&tkpE';; 



Clear 

Cloudy 

Rain 

Snow 

Sleet 

Fog 

Unknown 

3 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

42.9 

57.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Overtaking 

Rear End 

Right Angle 

Left Turn 
Pedestrian 

Fixed Object 
Head-On 

Sideswipe 

i 

1 

2 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Km 

■ 

Bicycle 

Right Turn 

Driveway 

Backing 

Parked Veh. 
Other 

Unknown 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Total 

7 

100.0 

Total 

7 

100.0 





mm 

isiiii 

Dry 

Wet 

Muddy 

Snow/Ice 

Slush 

Other 

6 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

85.7 

14.3 

0.0 

0.0 

Fatal Injury 

Non - Fatal Injury 

Property - Damage Only 

Non - Reportable 

0 

1 

6 

0 

0.0 

14.3 

85.7 

0.0 

Total 

7 

100 

Total 

7 

100.0 



Si " CS8 * r’ SB 

mmmmssBsm m 

sn 


Winter (Dec - Feb) 

Spring (Mar - May) 
Summer (Jun - Aug) 

Fall (Sep - Nov) 

4 

1 

1 

1 

57.1 

14.3 

14.3 

14.3 

Passenger Cars 

Commercial Vehicles 

7 

0 

100.00 

0.0 

Total 

7 

100.0 

Total 

7 

100.0 

iHHiHiS 





% 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

1 

0 

0 

3 

2 

1 

0 

14.3 

0.0 

0.0 

42.9 

28.6 

14.3 

0.0 

Daylight 

Dawn 

Dusk 

Dark - Road Lighted 

Dark - Road Unlighted 

Unspecified 

5 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

pa 

Total 

7 

100.0 

Total 

7 

100.0 | 

SUMMAR^OFACClDENTSEyERITYifgp 

Si 

M 

USUI 

6/1,99-5/3 U00 

fefewllaiii**# 

||||f| 

flip 

Fatal Accidents 

Injury Accidents 

Property Damage Accidents 

Non-Reportable Accidents 

0 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ACCIDENTS 

3 

4 

0 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

PROPOSED BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 

DRAFT EIS 


TABLE 1-3 SUMMARY OF ACCIDENT DATA 
ELM STREET AND GENESEE 



mmm 

I«I«f 

S11^CM©N;§S 

wmmm 

% ;■ 

| 

l 

§ 

PMEHf 

% ■■■■:. 

12 AM - 6 AM 

5 

23.8 

North 

25 

59.5 

Northeast 

0 

0.0 

6 AM- 12 PM 

3 

14.3 

South 

0 

0.0 

Northwest 

5 

11.9 

12 PM- 6 PM 

8 

38.1 

East 

8 

19.0 

Southeast 

0 

0.0 

6 PM-12 AM 

5 

23.8 

West 

4 

9.5 

Southwest 

0 

0.0 

Unspecified Time 

0 

0.0 




Unknown 

0 

0.0 

Total 

21 

100.0 

Total 

42 

100.0 


1C#;ASGS 

wsmm 

ACG:.TYPEHfi" 

;#acg; 

mmm 

®FAOTOTSI 

SHHBGi 

mm$M 

Clear 

11 

52.4 

Overtaking 

5 

23.8 

Bicycle 

0 

0.0 

Cloudy 

5 

23.8 

Rear End 

5 

23.8 

Right Turn 

0 

0.0 

Rain 

Snow 

3 

2 

14.3 

9.5 

Right Angle 

Left Turn 

6 

5 

28.6 

23.8 

Driveway 

Backing 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Sleet 

0 

0.0 

Pedestrian 

0 

0.0 

Parked Veh. 

0 

0.0 

Fog 

0 

0.0 

Fixed Object 

0 

0.0 

Other 

0 

0.0 

Unknown 

0 

0.0 

Head-On 

0 

0.0 

Unknown 

0 

0.0 




Sideswipe 

0 

0.0 




Total 

21 

100.0 

Total 

21 

100.0 

MWMEIiliffii 

SMSWJ.A 

GG'« 

IfflSIM^illiMlWgAGGroENTiSE^Rin^lIil 

mmsm 

%• if 

Dry 

13 

0.0 

Fatal Injury 


0 

0.0 ! 

Wet 


7 

0.0 

Non - Fatal Injury 


3 

14.3 

Muddy 

Snow/Ice 

0 

1 

0.0 

0.0 

Property - Damage Only 

Non - Reportable 

18 

0 

85.7 

0.0 

Slush 

0 

0.0 






Other 

0 

0.0 






Total 

21 

100 

Total 

21 

100.0 

^STIMEiOFIYEARiaiS 


••HWi 


mmm 

ssas 

Winter (Dec - Feb) 

7 

33.3 

Passenger Cars 


21 

100.00 

Spring (Mar - May) 

7 

33.3 

Commercial Vehicles 

0 

0.0 

Summer (Jun - Aug) 

2 

9.5 






Fall (Sep - Nov) 

5 

23.8 






Total 

21 

100.0 

Total 

21 

100.0 

DAYnOE-WEEK 

yzsmmmm 


LISHTIGONDITIOllSM^iSi® 

mmsm 

mmm. 

Sunday ' 

2 

9.5 

Daylight 



12 

57.1 

Monday 

2 

9.5 

Dawn 



0 

0.0 

Tuesday 

2 

9.5 

Dusk 



0 

0.0 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

4 

4 

19.0 

19.0 

Dark - Road Lighted 

Dark - Road Unlighted 

9 

0 

42.9 

0.0 

Friday 

Saturday 

1 

6 

4.8 

28.6 

Unspecified 


0 

0.0 

' Total 

21 

100.0 

Total 

21 

100.0 


IPSpI 

6/1/99 - 5/31/00 

'671/00 

mwmmm 

WMM 

Fatal Accidents 




0 

0 


3 

Injury Accidents 

Property Damage Accidents 
Non-Reportable Accidents 



1 

8 

0 

2 

7 

0 

0 

3 

0 

TOTAL ACCIDENTS 

9 

9 

3 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

PROPOSED BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 

DRAFT EIS 


TABLE 1-4 SUMMARY OF ACCIDENT DATA 
ELLICOTT STREET AND E. HURON STREET 


nMEi0F©AWiii 





MB 



ffiBBaH 

12 AM-6 AM 

0 

0.0 


■m 


Northeast 


0 

0.0 

6 AM- 12 PM 

3 

42.9 


2 

14.3 

Northwest 


0 

0.0 

12 PM- 6 PM 

4 

57.1 

* 

4 

28.6 

Southeast 


0 

0.0 

6 PM- 12 AM 

0 

0.0 

West 

1 

7.1 

Southwest 


0 

0.0 

Unspecified Time 

0 

0.0 





Unknown 


0 

0.0 

Total 

7 

100.0 

Total 

L-J4 

100.0 

WEATHER ' ' 

wmmm 


AcauiKPE*ai 


mm 



iliMftl 

Clear 

4 

57.1 

Overtaking 


42.9 

Bicycle 


0 

0.0 

Cloudy 

2 

28.6 

Rear End 


0.0 

Right Tum 


0 

0.0 

Rain 

Snow 

1 

0 

14.3 

0.0 

Right Angle 

Left Turn 


57.1 

0.0 

Driveway 

Backing 


0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Sleet 

0 

0.0 

Pedestrian 

0 

0.0 

Parked Veh. 


0 

0.0 

Fog 

0 

0.0 

Fixed Object 

0 

0.0 

Other 


0 

0.0 

Unknown 

0 

0.0 

Head-On 

0 

0.0 

Unknown 


0 

0.0 




Sideswipe 

0 

0.0 





Total 

7 

100.0 

Total 

7 

100.0 

■ PAVEMENT ' 

#acca ‘ 




mmsm 

Dry 

5 


71.4 

Fatal Injury 



0 

0.0 

Wet 

2 


28.6 

Non - Fatal Injury 



3 

42.9 

Muddy 

Snow/lce 

Slush 

0 

0 

0 i 


0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Property - Damage Only 

Non - Reportable 


4 

0 

57.1 

0.0 

Other 

0 


0.0 







Total 

7 

100 

Total 

7 

100.0 



III 



SBS3SS 


Winter (Dec - Feb) 

2 


28.6 

Passenger Cars 



7 

100.00 


1 


14.3 

Commercial Vehicles 


0 

0.0 

Summer (Jun - Aug) 

4 


57.1 







Fall (Sep - Nov) 

0 


0.0 







Total 

7 

100.0 

Total 

7 

100.0 

DAMOEIWEEK 




IBsii 

ElMiSI 

Sunday 

( 



0.0 

Daylight 




7 

100.0 

Monday 

1 


14.3 

Dawn 




0 

0.0 

Tuesday 

0 


0.0 

Dusk 




0 

0.0 

Wednesday 

1 


14.3 

Dark - Road Lighted 


0 

0.0 

Thursday 

1 


14.3 

Dark - Road Unlighted 


0 

0.0 

Friday 

Saturday . 

4 

C 



57.1 

0.0 

Unspecified 



0 

0.0 

Total 

2 1 

100.0 

Total 

7 . 1 

100.0 


mi 

- 

... r.' J 

- - . • v./:. ,' 



S 


mmmsm 

5/31/01 § 

Fatal Accidents 





0 


MjM H 


0 

Injury Accidents 





1 




2 

Property Damage Accidents 




1 


0 


2 


Non-Reportable Accidents 





0 


0 


0 

TOTAL ACCIDENTS 

2 1 

0 

_I _ 1 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

PROPOSED BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 

DRAFT EIS 


TABLE 1-5 SUMMARY OF ACCIDENT DATA 
WASHINGTON ST. AND E. CHIPPEWA ST. 



BBS33I 

% 

MDRECTIQ® 


i '%■ i 

£ 

1 

i 

i 

#.VEH, 

c 

12 AM-6 AM 

l 

14.3 


■OK 

0.0 

Northeast 

0 

0.0 

6 AM- 12 PM 

l 

14.3 


7 

■31 

Northwest 

0 

0.0 

12 PM- 6 PM 

3 

42.9 


2 

HI 

Southeast 

1 

6.3 

6 PM -12 AM 

2 

28.6 

West 

5 

31.3 

Southwest 

1 

6.3 

Unspecified Time 

0 

0.0 




Unknown 

0 

0.0 

Total 

7 

100.0 

Total 

16 

100.0 


mmms 

BH 

I 

1 ., 

1 

1 

a 

a:: 

i 

mm&m 

mmm 

mmmmm 

wmm 


Clear 

4 

57.1 

Overtaking 

0 

0.0 

Bicycle 

0 

0.0 

Cloudy 

3 

42.9 

Rear End 

0 

0.0 

Right Turn 

1 

14.3 

Rain 

0 

0.0 

Right Angle 

3 

9 

Driveway 

0 

0.0 

Snow 

0 

0.0 

Left Turn 

1 

I 

Backing 

0 

0.0 

Sleet 

0 

0.0 

Pedestrian 

0 

0.0 

Parked Veh. 

2 

28.6 

Fog 

0 

0.0 

Fixed Object 

0 

0.0 

Other 

0 

0.0 

Unknown 

0 

0.0 

Head-On 

0 

0.0 

Unknown 

0 

0.0 




Sideswipe 

0 

0.0 




Total 

7 

• 100.0 

Total 

7 

100.0 


mmmemsm 



! 

a 

mmm 

Dry 

6 

85.7 

Fatal Injury 


0 

0.0 

Wet 

1 

14.3 

Non - Fatal Injury 


1 

14.3 

Muddy 

0 

0.0 

Property 

Damage Only 

6 

85.7 

Snow/Ice 

0 

0.0 

Non - Reportable 


0 

0.0 

Slush 

0 

0.0 






Other 

0 

0.0 






Total 

7 

. 100 

Total 

7 

100.0 






MM 

Winter (Dec - Feb) 

2 

28.6 

Passenger Cars 


7 

100.00 

Spring (Mar - May) 

0 

0.0 

Commercial Vehicles 

0 

0.0 

Summer (Jun - Aug) 

2 

28.6 






Fall (Sep - Nov) 



42.9 






Total 

7 

100.0 

Total 

7 

100.0 


mammae : w 

°o 

LIGHTsCQNDITI.ONSiiliilillrltiS 

wmm 


Sunday 

i 

14.3 

Daylight 



4 

57.1 

Monday 

2 

28.6 

Dawn 



0 

0.0 

Tuesday 

1 

14.3 

Dusk 



0 

0.0 

Wednesday 

1 

14.3 

Dark - Road Lighted 

3 

42.9 

Thursday 

1 

14.3 

Dark - Road Unlighted 

0 

0.0 

Friday 

0 

0.0 

Unspecified 


0 

0.0 

Saturday 

1 

14.3 






Total 

7 

100.0 

Total 

7 

100.0 

IBI 

RPl 

|ifg 

B 81 I 1 S 

6/1/00- 

5/3 Wl 

Fatal Accidents 




0 


0 

- 1—1 

Injury Accidents 




1 


0 


) 

Property Damage Accidents 



2 


4 

0 

Non-Reportable Accidents 



0 


0 

0 

TOTAL ACCIDENTS 

3 

4 

0 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

PROPOSED BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 

DRAFT EIS 

TABLE 1-6 LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 
PROPOSED MOHAWK SITE 





lfiiR©3ECffiD'£J©t©ITI^iSf 

iPRCJECTEeiCONDrriONS!! 

iNfERSECtloft:T 

APPRO 'CpUJllig 

■BHBSGSfi 

mmmm 

wwBmmniai . ■ 



WAMIBBSKB 

WBSOgB&m 


ms&iazx'M 

&smssM 



WASHINGTON STREET 







Washington 

Southbound 

A 

A 

B 

A 

B 

A 

Street 

EAST CHIPPEWA STREET 







at 

Eastbound 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

East Chippewa 

Westbound 

D 

B 

F 

B 

F 

C 

Street 

INTERSECTION 








Level of Service 

C 

A 

D 

B 

E 

B 


Average Vehicle Delay (sec) 

26.9 

9.8 

' 46.6 

10.7 

66.4 

12.9 










Northbound 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

Ellicott 

Southbound 

A 

A 

A 

B 

B 

B 

Street 

EAST HURON STREET 







at 

Eastbound 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

East Huron 

Westbound 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

Street 

"" INTERSECTION 








Level of Service 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 


Average Vehicle Delay (sec) 

10.3 

11.3 

10.6 

11.7 

11.0 

12.3 


NORTH OAK STREET 








Southbound Through 

D 

A 

■ E 

A 

F 

B 

North Oak 

Southbound Riqht 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

Street 

GENESEE 







at 

Eastbound 

C 

C 

C 

D 

C 

E 

Genesee 

Westbound 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 

C 


INTERSECTION 








Level of Service 

■ 

B 

E 

B 

F 

C 


Average Vehicle Delay (sec) 


14.8 

58.4 

18.7 

81.7 

24.2 


gBMBSfeMrilll III 







Elm 

Northbound 

A 

A 

A 

A 

B 

B 

Street 

GENESEE 







at 

Eastbound 

B 

D 

B 

E 

B 

F 

Genesee 

Westbound 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 


INTERSECTION 








Level of Service 

B 

B 

B 

C 

B 

C 


Average Vehicle Delay (sec) 

11.0 

17.5 

11.5 

23.0 

12.1 

30.0 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

PROPOSED BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 

DRAFT EIS 


TABLE 1-7 IDENTIFICATION OF PARKING FACILITIES 
PROPOSED MOHAWK SITE 


f "COMMERCIAL (C) / 

/nc' 




imai 


IHE32ME*| 


Subsurface Lot 


mmmEMl 








609 


190 


148 • 


141 


32 


57 


95 


70 


40 


15 


32 


130 


250 


101 


28 


232 


60 


1,000 


44 


615 


15 


10 


385 


32 


18 


51 


42 


15 


15 


20 



Public 


Private 


Private 


Private 


Private 


Private 


Private 


Private 


Private 


Private 


Private 


Private 


Private 


Private 


Private 


Private 


Private 


Private 


Private 


Public 


Public 


Private 


Private 


Private 


Private 


Private 


Private 


Private 


Private 


Private 


31 


'164 

58 

69 

NC 

Private 

32 


8 

100 

0 

NC 

Private 

33 

■sWWIiUcfcl.tEl 

140 

85 

21 

C 

Private 

34 

m-JTAtTxmm 

44 

91 

4 

NC 

Private 

35 

mirvimrm 

375 

86 

53 

C 

Public 

36 

HEHSEnHSH 

71 

50 

36 

C 

Private 

37 

wsEinisnnrc* 

13 

77 

3 

NC 

Private 

Em 


40 

92 

3 

C 

Private 

Em 


65 

85 

10 

NC 

Public 

Em 

■m 

1,196 

93 

84 

C 

Public 

[ SUM: 6,608 830 
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J:\35911.00\db\GIS\traffic.apr Mohawk Parking 
10/18/2001_ 



450 Feet 


Traffic Impact Study 

Proposed Buffalo Convention Center 

Draft EIS 


LEGEND 

— Proposed Mohawk Site 
=” Parking Study Corridor (0.25 Miles) 
“ Potential Parking Identification 
] Existing Parking Facility 


UBS 


PROPOSED MOHAWK SITE 
PARKINCg, IDENTIFICATION 


FIGURE 1-10 













URS Corporation 


Traffic Impact Study 



Section 2.0 
Proposed Waterfront Site 




D-23 



Photo 1: Washington St. and Perry St. 























































J:\35911.0fl\db\GIS\votumo.aprWa8hlnflton & Perry 


Municipality 


BUFFALO 


County 


ERIE 


WASHINGTON STREET 

Intersection at perry street 


Time 


7:00 - 9:45 AM 
2:00 - 5:45 PM 


7:45 - 8:45 AM 
Peak 5:00 - 6:00 PM 


Note: AM 
(PM) 


FIGURE 2-2 


Area Type CBD 


Date Recorded 09/13/01 





Traffic Imapct Study 

Proposed Buffalo Convention Center 

Draft EIS D-25 











J:\35911 .OOVdb\GIS\vohjme.apr Washington & Scott 


Municipality_ BUFFALO _ 

WASHINGTON STREET 
Intersection at scott street 


7:00 - 9:45 AM 
2:00 - 5:45 PM 


Peak 


7:45 - 8:45 AM 
4:30 - 5:30 PM 


County_ ERIE 

Area Type CBD 

Date Recorded 08/29/00 


FIGURE 2-3 


URS 


Note: AM 
(PM) 


WASHINGTON STREET 



15 

61 

27 

(34) 

(220) 

(82) 



17 225 

20 

(27) (159) 

(8) 

262 


(194) 




SCOTT STREET 


Traffic Imapct Study 

Proposed Buffalo Convention Center 

Draft EIS 






J:\35911.WMb\GIS\vohim0.0pr Michigan & S. Parte 
fittS/2001___ 


Municipality. 


BUFFALO 


MICHIGAN AVENUE AT 

Intersection south park avenue 


Time 


7:00 - 9:45 AM 
2:00 - 5:45 PM 


Peak 


7:30 - 8:30 AM 
4:30 - 5:30 PM 


County_ ERIE 

Area Type CBD 


Date Recorded 06/01/98 


FIGURE 2-4 


URS 


Note: AM 
(PM) 


MICHIGAN AVENUE 





(119) 




SOUTH PARK AVENUE 


Traffic Imapct Study 

Proposed Buffalo Convention Center 

Draft EIS 








TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

PROPOSED BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 

DRAFT EIS 


TABLE 2-1 SUMMARY OF ACCIDENTS PER INTERSECTION 
PROPOSED WATERFRONT SITE 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

PROPOSED BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 

DRAFT EIS 


TABLE 2-2 SUMMARY OF ACCIDENT DATA 
WASHINGTON ST. AND PERRY ST. 



BM 

■EM 

i^iDIREGTlDNiS 

wmm, 


I 

5 

§ 

1 

1 

1 

li 

mm 

12 AM - 6 AM 

0 


0.0 


4 

100.0 

Northeast 

0 

0.0 

6 AM- 12 PM 

0 


0.0 


0 

0.0 

Northwest 

0 

0.0 

12 PM- 6 PM 

1 


50.0 


0 

0.0 

Southeast 

0 

0.0 

6 PM- 12 AM 

0 


0.0 

West 

0 

0.0 

Southwest 

0 

0.0 

Unspecified Time 

1 


50.0 




Unknown 

0 

0.0 

Total 

2 

100.0 

Total 

4 

100.0 

mmaasas^ssEgi 

1 

t 

H 

SKB8H6B 

mm 


1SE2S§ 

■KBHHHHI 

mm 

SllSlfl 

Clear 

1 


mm 

Overtaking 

0 

0.0 

Bicycle 

0 

0.0 

Cloudy 

1 



Rear End 

0 

0.0 

Right Turn 

0 

0.0 

Rain 

0 


0.0 

Right Angle 

0 

0.0 

Driveway 

0 

0.0 

Snow 

0 


0.0 

Left Turn 

0 

0.0 

Backing 

1 


Sleet 

0 


0.0 

Pedestrian 

0 

0.0 

Parked Veh. 

1 


Fog 

0 


0.0 

Fixed Object 

0 

0.0 

Other 

0 

0.0 

Unknown 

0 


0.0 

Head-On 

0 

0.0 

Unknown 

0 

0.0 





Sideswipe 

0 

0.0 




Total 

2 

100.0 

Total 

2 

100.0 




j»fA®€iDEbrrRSEVERm r .r:!r< ; :S!i 

SE3S 

fS%fSI 

Dry 

Wet 


2 

0 

100.0 

0.0 

Fatal Injury 

Non - Fatal Injury 


0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Muddy 

Snow/Ice 


0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Property - Damage Only 

Non - Reportable 

2 

0 

100.0 

0.0 

Slush 


0 

0.0 






Other 


0 

0.0 






Total 

2 

100 

Total 

2 

100.0 

vTIMEOFYEAR -- . 


mm mam 



wassm 

Winter (Dec - Feb) 


0 

0.0 

Passenger Cars 


2 

100.00 

Spring (Mar - May) 


0 

0.0 

Commercial Vehicles 

0 

0.0 

Summer (Jun - Aug) 


0 

0.0 






Fall (Sep - Nov) 


2 

100.0 






Total 

2 

ioo.o 
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2 

100.0 


■nraBi 

mamsamm 

LIGHTsCONDlTIONS 

p mm 

E«1 

Sunday 

Monday 


0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Daylight 

Dawn 



i 

0 

50.0 

0.0 

Tuesday 


0 

0.0 

Dusk 



0 

0.0 

Wednesday 


1 

50.0 

Dark - Road Lighted 

1 

50.0 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 


0 

1 

0 

0.0 

50.0 

0.0 

Dark - Road Unlighted 

Unspecified 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Total 

2 

100.0 

Total 

2 

100.0 

SUMMARY OF ACCIDE 

BYiYEARlSi'iSSw^aiu 

msE’ 

l 



agigi 

jap 

1® 

Fatal Accidents 





0 

0 

0 

Injury Accidents 





HHR 


0 

0 

Property Damage Accidents 




i 


1 

0 

Non-Reportable Accidents 




0 

6 


5_ 

TOTAL ACCIDENTS 

1 

l 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

PROPOSED BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 

DRAFT EIS 


TABLE 2-3 SUMMARY OF ACCIDENT DATA 
WASHINGTON ST. AND SCOTT ST. 
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tSDIREGFION® 
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12 AM - 6 AM 

0 

0.0 

North 

1 

7.1 

Northeast 

0 

0.0 

6 AM- 12 PM 

4 


South 

6 

42.9 

Northwest 

0 

0.0 

12 PM- 6 PM 



East 

3 

21.4 

Southeast 

2 

14.3 

6 PM - 12 AM 

2 


West 

1 

7.1 

Southwest 

0 

0.0 

Unspecified Time 

0 

00 




Unknown 

1 

7.1 

Total 

8 

100.0 
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14 
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% 
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' °0 
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Clear 

Cloudy 

4 

3 

50.0 

37.5 
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Rear End 

i 

0 

12.5 

0.0 
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Right Turn 

0 

1 

0.0 

12.5 

Rain 

1 

12.5 

Right Angle 

4 

50.0 

Driveway 

0 

0.0 

Snow 

0 

0.0 

Left Turn 

0 

0.0 

Backing 

0 

0.0 

Sleet 

0 

0.0 
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1 

12.5 
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0 

0.0 

Fog 

0 

0.0 

Fixed Object 

1 

12.5 

Other 

0 

0.0 

Unknown 

0 

0.0 
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0 

0.0 
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0 

0.0 
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0 
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Total 

8 
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Total 

8 

100.0 
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i 

i 
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Dry 

' 7 

87.5 

Fatal Injury 


0 

0.0 

Wet 



12.5 

Non - Fatal Injury 
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Snow/Ice 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Property - Damage Only 

Non - Reportable 



Slush 

0 

0.0 






Other 

0 

0.0 






Total 

8 

100.0 

Total 

8 

100.0 

. TIMKOFfVEAR 


ISBIi °» 


Kl 


Winter (Dec - Feb) 

2 

25.0 
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7 


Spring (Mar - May) 

2 

25.0 

Commercial Vehicles 

1 


Summer (Jun - Aug) 

2 

25.0 






Fall (Sep-Nov) 

2 
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Total 

8 
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8 
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0.0 
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4 
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0 

0.0 
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1 

12.5 

Dark - Road Lighted 

2 

25.0 

Thursday 

2 

25.0 

Dark - Road Unlighted 

0 

0.0 

Friday 

Saturday 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Unspecified 


0 

0.0 

Total 

8 

100.0 

Total 

8 

100.0 



PfiPMS 

im 

8S§ 

Fatal Accidents 




0 

0 

—o— H 

Injury Accidents 




1 
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* ! 

Property Damage Accidents 
Non-Reportable Accidents 
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2 

0 

2 

0 

TOTAL ACCIDENTS 

2 

2 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

PROPOSED BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 

DRAFT EIS 

TABLE 2-4 SUMMARY OF ACCIDENT DATA 
MICHIGAN AVENUE AND S. PARK AVENUE 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

PROPOSED BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 

DRAFT EIS 


TABLE 2-5 LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 

PROPOSED WATERFRONT SITE 








■ "■ ’! ■ 

!■ Hi 

aaswwji! 

:^SSETC^5Y2b i lbi35»:^l 

!l 


WfAMiREAKiS 

BsasaaaH 

;*f ! AM:PEAK® 


SAM: PEAK*! 

8IRM;EEAK$I 


WASHINGTON STREET 

' 


■ 





Northbound 

A 

A 





Washington 

Southbound 

A 

A 




m PM 1 ‘ 

Street 

SCOTT STREET 







at 

Eastbound 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

Scott 

Westbound 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

Street 

INTERSECTION 






mm 


Level of Service 


A 

A 

■ 




Average Vehicle Delay (sec) 


4.0 

3.9 


MMMHm 



WASHINGTON STREET 







Washington 

Southbound 

A 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

Street 

PERRY STREET 







at 

Eastbound 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

Perry 

Westbound 

A 

B 

A 

B 

A 

B 

Street 

INTERSECTION 








Level of Service 

A 

B 

A 

B 

A 

B 


i-Vtl il M 

8.9 

10.9 

9.2 

12.0 

9.6 

13.2 


MICHIGAN AVENUE 








Northbound 


A 

A 

A 

B 

A 

Michigan 

Southbound 


A 

A 

B 

A 

B 

Avenue 

SOUTH PARK AVENUE 







at 

Eastbound 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

South Park 

Westbound 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

Avenue 

INTERSECTION 








Level of Service 

A 


A 

B 


B 


Average Vehicle Delay (sec) 

8.5 

WmSmi 

8.9 

10.2 

m 

11.7 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

PROPOSED BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 

DRAFT EIS 


TABLE 2-6 IDENTIFICATION OF PARKING FACILITIES 
PROPOSED WATERFRONT SITE 


H 


mm, 

^UTILIZATION* 

IUNUSED1 

‘SPACES 1- 


mmm 

ftPRIVATEl 

1 

HCBS215IEM 

175 

60 ~ 

70 

NC 

Private 

2 


680 

49 

347 

NC 

Private 

3 


507 

90 

51 

C 

Private 

4 


265 

85 

40 

C 

Private 

5 


271 

100 

0 

C 

Public 

6 


30 

50 

15 

C 

Public 

7 

«mr&u.i 

1,100 

75 

275 

C 

Private 

8 


320 

85 

48 

C 

Private 

9 

IIMJ.IJill.MH.ini 

100 

92 

8 

NC 

Public 

10 

mjT.aznwrm 

55 

87 

7 

NC 

Private 

11 

ME333III3GHM 

125 

97 

4 

C 

Public 

12 


45 

27 

33 

C 

Public 

13 


120 

0 

120 

NC 

Private 

14 

Subsurface Lot 

457 

85 

69 

C 

Public 

15 

■gJHfiEEBUa 

860 

93 

60 

C 

Private 

16 


125 

103 

0 

NC 

Public 

17 


110 

95 

6 

NC 

Private 

18 

■EUJJTEMI 

45 

80 

9 

NC 

Private 

1 SUM: 5,390 1,160 j 
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J:\3591 1 00\db\GIS\trafflc.apr Waterfront Parking 




LEGEND 

- Proposed Waterfront Site 

- Parking Study Corridor (0.25 Miles) 

-Potential Parking Identification 

GD Existing Parking Facility 


URS 


PROPOSED WATERFRONT SITE 
PARfclJ!^ IDENTIFICATION 


FIGURE 2-8 


450 0 450 Feet 


Traffic Impact Study 

Proposed Buffalo Convention Center 

Draft EIS 

































URS Corporation 


Traffic Impact Study 


Section 3.0 
Expansion of Existing Facility 



Photo 1: Pearl Street and Court Street 




























Municipality. 


Intersection 


BUFFALO 

PEARL STREET AT 
COURT STREET 


Time 


7:00 - 9:45 AM 
2:00 - 5:45 PM 


Peak 


8:15-9:15 AM 
4:30 - 5:30 PM 


County_ 

Area type. 


Date Recorded 07/25/01 


FIGURE 3-2 


URS 




Traffic Imapct Study 

Proposed Buffalo Convention Center 

Draft EIS 
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J:\35911.00tib\G!S\v^^Pr FranWtn & Court 


Municipality buffalo 

Countv 

ERIE 

FRANKLIN STREET 


CBD 

Intersection AT C0URT street 

Area Type_ 

7:00 - 9:45 AM 8:00 - 9:00 AM 

T ' me 2:00-5:45 PM Peak 4:15-5:15 PM 

Date Recorded 

07/25/01 


FIGURE 3-3 



Note: AM 
(PM) 


FRANKLIN STREET 
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( 5 ) 

( 238 ) 

( 170 ) 
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(0) 

0 
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(0) 
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Traffic Imapct Study 

Proposed Buffalo Convention Center 

Draft EIS 
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Municipality. 


Intersection wt ' 
7:00 - 9:45 AM 
Time 2:00 - 5:45 PM 


BUFFALO 

ELMWOOD AVENUE AT 
WEST HURON STREET 


8:00 - 9:00 AM 


County_ ERIE 

Area Type CBD 

Date Recorded 07/19/01 


FIGURE 3-4 
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Traffic Imapct Study 

Proposed Buffalo Convention Center 




Draft EIS 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

PROPOSED BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 

DRAFT EIS 


TABLE 3-1 SUMMARY OF ACCIDENTS PER INTERSECTION 
EXPANSION OF EX1SITNG FACILITY 
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msnm 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

PROPOSED BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 

DRAFT EIS 


TABLE 3-2 SUMMARY OF ACCIDENT DATA 
PEARL STREET AND COURT STREET 


. TIME50F DAY 

ram 

% • 

iSlDIREGTIONM 1 


wmm 

MaaSGHBKH 

mom 

msm 

12 AM - 6 AM 

2 

12.5 


l 

3.6 

Northeast 

0 

0.0 

6 AM- 12 PM 

2 

12.5 


13 

46.4 

Northwest 

i 

3.6 

12 PM - 6 PM 

9 

56.3 


1 

3.6 

Southeast 

4 

14.3 

6 PM- 12 AM 

2 

12.5 

West 

6 

21.4 

Southwest 

2 

7.1 

Unspecified Time 

1 

6.3 




Unknown 

0 

0.0 

Total 

16 

100.0 

Total 

28 

100.0 

mmmsssm^ 

MW 



wmm 

mm 

mH 

Mi 

suns 

Clear 

8 

50.0 

Overtaking 

i 

6.3 

Bicycle 

0 

0.0 

Cloudy 

4 

25.0 

Rear End 


12.5 

Right Turn 

2 

12.5 

Rain 

Snow 

2 

1 

12.5 

6.3 

Right Angle 

Left Turn 


25.0 

12.5 

Driveway 

Backing 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

Sleet 

0 

0.0 

Pedestrian 


25.0 

Parked Veh. 

1 

6.3 

Fog 

0 

0.0 

Fixed Object 

0 

0.0 

Other 

0 

0.0 

Unknown 

1 

6.3 

Head-On 

0 

0.0 

Unknown 

0 

0.0 




Sideswipe 

0 

0.0 




Total 

16 

100.0 

Total 

16 

100.0 



SUSSISliSIli 


Kiice 1 

mm h 

Dry 

10 

62.5 

Fatal Injury 


0 

0.0 

Wet 

4 

25.0 

Non - Fatal Injury 


9 

56.3 

Muddy 

Snow/Ice 

Slush 

0 

0 

1 

0.0 

0.0 

6.3 

Property - Damage Only 

Non - Reportable 

7 

0 

43.8 

0.0 

Other 

1 

6.3 






Total 

16 

100 

Total 

16 

100.0 




18.8 

50.0 

6.3 

25.0 

Passenger Cars 

Commercial Vehicles 

16 

0 

100.00 

0.0 

100.0 

Total 

16 

100.0 


Winter (Dec - Feb) 
Spring (Mar - May) 
Summer (Jun - Aug) 
Fall (Sep - Nov) 


Total 


MB 



lilGHTieQNDITlONSl 




Wednesday 
Thursday 
Friday 
Saturda 


Total 


SUMMARYaOF/ACGIDENTiSEVERIT^J 


6.3 

Daylight 

12 

75.0 

12.5 

Dawn 

0 

0.0 

12.5 

Dusk 

0 

0.0 

12.5 

Dark - Road Lighted 

3 

18.8 

25.0 

Dark - Road Unlighted 

0 

0.0 

25.0 

6.3 

Unspecified 

1 

6.3 

100.0 

Total 

mm 

100.0 


mm mm 

. * , 


i i 






Fatal Accidents 
Injury Accidents 
Property Damage Accidents 
Non-Reportable Accidents 



TOTAL ACCIDENTS 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

• PROPOSED BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 
DRAFT EIS 

TABLE 3-3 SUMMARY OF ACCIDENT DATA 
FRANKLIN STREET AND COURT STREET 


DIRECTIONS 


Northeast 

Northwest 

Southeast 

Southwest 

Unknown 


Total 


msmiMMEm 


12 AM-6 AM 
6 AM- 12 PM 
12 PM - 6 PM 
6 PM -12 AM 
Unspecified Time I 0 


Total 16 







og 

Unknown 


Overtaking 
Rear End 
Right Angle 
Left Turn 
Pedestrian 
Fixed Object 
Head-On 
Sideswipe 


Total 


Am^MENTl 


16 100.0 




Bicycle 

Right Turn 

Driveway 

Backing 

Parked Veh. 

Other 

Unknown 


«@mG€IDEl®. ! SEVERI3W« 




Dry 

Wet 

Muddy 

Snow/Ice 

Slush 

Other 


Total 





Fatal Injury 
Non - Fatal Injury 
Property - Damage Only 
Non - Reportable 


16 


wsmm 



IliiiMlaSMilMglSMBMI 



Total 


DAVOFAVEER 


Passenger Cars 
Commercial Vehicles 


Total 


LIGHT CONDITIONS 


Daylight 

Dawn 

Dusk 

Dark - Road Lighted 
Dark - Road Unlighted 
Unspecified 



16 100.0 


in 



Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 


Total | 16 







16 100.0 


Fatal Accidents 
Injury Accidents 
Property Damage Accidents 
Non-Reportable Accidents 


TOTAL ACCIDENTS 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

PROPOSED BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 

DRAFT EIS 


TABLE 3-4 SUMMARY OF ACCIDENT DATA 
ELMWOOD AVE. AND W. HURON ST. 


DIRECTION 


12 AM-6 AM 
6 AM- 12 PM 
12 PM- 6 PM 
6 PM- 12 AM 
Unspecified Time 


Total 



Northeast 

Northwest 

Southeast 

Southwest 

Unknown 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0.0 

0.0 

8.3 

0.0 

0.0 

Total 

12 

100.0 





og 

Unknown 


2 

3 

33.3 

50.0 

Overtaking 

Rear End 

1 

1 


0 

0.0 

Right Angle 

3 

50.0 

1 

16.7 

Left Turn 

0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

Pedestrian 

0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

Fixed Object 

1 

16.7 

0 

0.0 

Head-On 

0 

0.0 



Sideswipe 

0 

0.0 

6 

■niw 

1 - 


Bicycle 
Right Turn 
Driveway . 
Backing 
Parked Veh. 
Other 
Unknown 


Dry 

Wet 

Muddy 

Snow/Ice 

Slush 

Other 


Total 


SiTIMEiOEl 


2 

3 

0 

1 

0 

0 


6 


wmmmm 








Fatal Injury 
Non - Fatal Injury 
Property - Damage Only 
Non - Reportable 


Passenger Cars 
Commercial Vehicles 


6 




0 

1 

5 

0 


Daylight 

Dawn 

Dusk 

Dark - Road Lighted 
Dark - Road Unlighted 
Unspecified 


mm 


Total 


5/31/99 




6 100.00 
0 0.00 



Fatal Accidents 
Injury Accidents 
Property Damage Accidents 
Non-Reportable Accidents 


_ TOTAL ACCIDENTS 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

• PROPOSED BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 
DRAFT EIS 


TABLE 3-5 LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY 
EXPANSION OF EXISTING FACILITY 



■ \ • -§tn 



CONDITIONS' 


intersection! 



isSiSElCf 

2oo5wra;*;::: 




lErasEasss 




wi® 



i*fMf 'ii 






■■■■■mm 



A 

A 

A 

A 

A 


Elmwood 

ussnim 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 


Avenue 

WEST HURON STREET 







at 

Eastbound 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

West Huron 

Street 

INTERSECTION 








Level of Service 

B 

A 

B 


B 

A 


Average Vehicle Delay (sec) 

11.3 

8.8 

11.6 


11.9 

9.2 









Franklin 

Northbound 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

Street 

COURT STREET 


■ 





at 

Eastbound 

A 

HiSSSSlH 

A 

A 

A 

A 

Court 

Westbound 

A 

HKBH 

A 

A 

A 

A 

Street 

INTERSECTION 








Level of Service 

B 

A 

B 

B 

B 

B 


Average Vehicle Delay (sec) 

10.2 

9.9 

10.5 

10.3 

10.8 

10.6 


PEARL STREET 







Pearl 

Southbound 

B 

A 

B 

A 

B 

A 

Street 

COURT STREET 






■ 

at 

Eastbound 


A 

A 

A 

A 

1 . 

Court 

Westbound 

■n 

A 

A 

A 

A 

IHH 

Street 

r INTERSECTION 

■ 




■| 



Level of Service 


A 



■ 

■ 


Average Vehicle Delay (sec) 

■EM 

6.8 

■IH 


im 

BB 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

PROPOSED BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 

DRAFT EIS 


TABLE 3-6 IDENTIFICATION OF PARKING FACILITIES 
EXPANSION OF EXISTING FACILITY 


H 

& .! 


wmm 

Iffil 


lillS 

i 

Subsurface Lot 

980 

99 

10 

c 

Public 

2 


1,196 

93 

84 

c 

Public 

3 


65 

85 

10 

NC 

Public 

mm 


40 

92 

3 

C 

Private 

5 

■am em 

430 

84 

69 

C 

Private 

6 


14 

43 

8 

NC 

Private 

7 

liM-UMI 

1,000 

94 

60 

C 

Private 

8 


60 

90 

6 

C 

Private 

9 

IB j 533 H im 

148 

82 

27 

C 

Private 

Til 


22 

45 

12 

NC 

Private 

11 


120 

100 

0 

C 

Private 

12 


25 

60 

. 10 

NC 

Private 

13 

BSSISBsIHBI 

60 

67 

20 

C 

Private 

14 

■ksiww 

160 

80 

32 

C 

Private 

15 


138 

51 

68 

NC 

Private 

16 


400 

85 

60 

C 

Private 

17 


220 

95 

11 

C 

Private 

18 


17 

6 

16 

NC 

Private 

EDI 

■ami 

615 

91 

55 

C 

Public 

Til 

BSSESSEUSBI 

44 

100 

0 

C 

Private 

21 

Subsurface Lot 

232 

85 

35 

C 

Private 

22 

HBSSISsIESi 

28 

61 

11 

NC 

Private 

23 

BCStSHEB 

57 

51 

28 

NC 

Private 

24 

BESSjIHSB 

32 

91 

3 

C 

Private 

25 

BjEQMEB 

141 

53 

66 

C 

Private 

26 

Emaa 

609 

96 

24 

C 

Pub:ic 

27 

BE53inE3B 

40 

80 

8 

NC 

Private 

28 


190 

81 

36 

C 

Private 

29 


71 

50 

36 

C 

Private 

Til 

BEiEEnEBI 

13 

77 

3 

NC 

Private 

|_ 

SUM: 

7,167 


809 
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URS Corporation 


Traffic Impact Study 


Section 4.0 

Traffic Analysis / Trip Generation Figures 



J:\35911 .OOWbUrafflc.apr Distribution 



TRIP DISTRIBUTION STUDY 
PERCENT/^_|pF INCOMING TRAFFIC 


FIGURE 4-1 






































TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

PROPOSED BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 

DRAFT EIS 
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10/18/2001 





"f v ^7 

*7 •:/■ Vj / / /vJTpfe 

-■-j; 

! fm ^v^hpf ■• 

i / | \ / / 

f 7/ I / / 




■ 2^, 

£§&$#.,:: I 


*/ / "77 «/ I 

/ i / 


;p35fi¥is7 H3L1 / 

-■ ^pkWMtt:^Ar-ML- 

udzmfzi L' 




■ 4 /: - 

n !^S;^ 


• -ta* 

•: • , .' ;*j OQ IpSE^/'. /.<£ 7 * pfa 




7 : ~#fi- 


450 Feet 


Traffic Impact Study 

Proposed Buffalo Convention Center 

Draft EIS 


LEGEND 
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FIGURE 3-8 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

PROPOSED BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 

DRAFT EIS 

Figure 4-2 Parking Demand Developed using Engineering / Architectural Standards 


Parking Analysis: 
Needed Parking 

400 room hotel: 


400 rooms *0.8 


spaces 


room 

30,000 sf Meeting Room: 

3(\Q0Qsf*6(P/ausable_space ^Q $ spaces 
j g s f person 


125,000 sf Exhibition Hall: 

125 ,000 sf 

30,000 sf Ball Room: 

30 ,000 sf 


person 

, 10 spaces _ 
1000 sf ~ 

* 10 spaces 
1000 sf 


320 spaces 


600 spaces 


3,750 spaces 


300 spaces 


£: 4,970 parking spaces 


Note: All occupancy figures were generated using "Parking by Weant and Levinson, the Foundation of Transprotation" (1990). 


(Equation 1) 


(Equation 2) 


(Equation 3) 


(Equation 4) 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY 

PROPOSED BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 

DRAFT EIS 
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URS Corporation 


Traffic Impact Study 


Section 5.0 
Synchro 5.0 Output 



URS Corporation 


Traffic Impact Study 


Section 5-1 
Existing / No Build / AM Peak 



Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


09/12/2001 



> -*• > r *- a 

t A V | 

V 





Lane Configurations 

Ideal FlovJTvphpKOTIP 9OO»9OOM1:9OOm9OO’.i^t9OO^9O0S^SO,C»9fip^1900^:11900j/|1900;:ai ; 900 
Lane Width (ft) 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 

QrttmmMMmmmmmmmmmmmmK y o mmnmmmm spss-:: 

Storage Length (ft) 0 00 0 0 00 0 

Storage‘LaheSC^'♦ 4 T«*s«f^ 

Trailing Detector (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 

TuminS'iSpeear(mph)P";??;'!;45!jip; : :^l^ 

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 

Ped Bike. 

Frt 0.907 0.952 

Fit PratsaaapasBfgTOif^^ 

Satd. Flow (prof) 0 1512 0 0 1675 0 0 0 0 0 3067 0 



Satd.'Flow’(RTOR) ' "196 ~ ' ’ ' ” 148 

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30 

Link Distance^ 

T ravel Time ts) ~^ ~* “*"* f&'9"“‘"’ , ' : ''''" 4o';§- ! “ ""• '““' t,a “ J ' '%$* " “^0.9‘ 


Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 

Peak Hour Factor 0.25 0.75 0.94 0.67 0.88 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.67 0.89 0.83 

Grbwmws&mm^m oomooM ! omj» oo%»cip%^.oq%^i i09®pQ*j.oo%if oq «mk 

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 6% 1% 2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 



Adj/ Flow (vpfi). .‘0 88" 1Q6" “128 550.0 0 0 0 24 399 200 

LaneGrouplFI«vpP)ii|Kj0«284I|W^^»m67fi»|^|»^|i»;iilMW|iM623M® 

Turn Type 


Perm 


Perm 


Permitted Phases 


Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

Minimum ^p1it|(s')«,t^|^^sji^|®^^^2O^O,,jgjjH3^^^2O.0i^S^^^^^^fo|^ anopsp^ipiipn 

Total Split (s) 0.0 35.0 0.0 35.0 35.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 35.0 35.0 0.0 


Yellow Time (s) . . 3.5 3.5 3.5 * 3.5 315 

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead 

Lead-Lag 

Recall Mode Max Max Max Max Max 

Act EffctiGre^Ts)lppip r ,.,.. 


Actuated g/C Ratio 


0.46' 


o:46 


0.46 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


09/12/2001 


> 




< ^ t A V i V 




v/c Ratio ■ f v , " 0.36 l! i | ! , iit , 1.01 ' « ,i;<;0.42 

Uniform Delay, dl 3.4 19.0 9.4 

LOS AD A 

Approach DelayA. “ ’ CA^IA*- 
Approach LOS AD A 


Area Type: CBD 

Actuated Cycle Length: 70 

Offset: i8'(1i1 s %),TI?efefericed to;phias®2:EBVVB^Staft;6f.!Gr^H-»«|tMmfSpSiiK^WWi^PI 
Natural Cycle: 40 

Control|r^pe|i|f?retimecl '< "T-J " urY'L'V '1 

~.m . Js^^aaMBfR^.:. ■ -•- •.**&tfta»d*w^w»SBSssB8ilse5i!Ki«3SM 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.01 

IntersectioriiSignal Delayir26.9JiP*M^^!h3^e^ojj“ip,S^iW|®Bi®re®^!^»M 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 88.7% ICU Level of Service D 


Splits and Phases: 11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


’i " mi 

—*■ e>2 

35H^ ! 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

6: E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 


09/12/2001 


> 


> < 


< «\ t A V \ V 




Lane Configurations 4» 4» 4» 

idea 

Lane Width (ft) 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 

Storage Length (ft) 0 00 00 00 0 

Total Lost Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 


TrailingTJefector (iff)"” . 0 "0 0 0 0 0 O' 0 

Turninas^|ggasisiissi»Bip»»**«ai«sliiPJiWP.|l 

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 


0 1458 


0 1553 


0 


Fit Protects fliip|§^p:pijpSiP'989ii||giiPi^||Mfi!ip : 992| 

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 1605 0 0 1552 

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1470 0 0 1471 0 0 1458 0 0 1517 n 


0 1458 


0 ~ 1470 '0 * 0 1471 

Rignt Turn ori'Red ISgBISS^ 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 10 71 9 4 

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 


30 


y^P'ISWJaBa^ 


40.9 


Travel Timers) . ~ 40.9" 40.9 

v o'o m Wj®»iSiisaiiiffiSiii!SBiiii?s*aissii^»is*iiia3asa 

Confl. Peds. (#/hf) 

Peak Hour Factor 0.45 0.78 0.31 0.83 0.79 0.68 0.80 0.88 0.63 0.25 0.75 0.25 

Bds mmmmw mmmm ammmsmmsismmsm^ j s3amssi 

Parking (#/hr) 

Adj. Flow (vph) 40 T32 16 40 116 104 20 281 24 4 28 4 

Turn Type Perm Perm . Perm Perm 

Permitted Phases 2 2 11 1 

Deterto^I?hais^^®M!^2^»2fiip 

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4,0 


4.0 4.0 


4.0 4.0 


4.0 4.0 


Minlmuih^pJgsjgfl^^l^^jjll^fgM&a^OI 

Total Split (s) .—. 30.0 30.0 ’ 0.0 30.0 30.0 0.0 31.0 31.0 0.0 31.0 31.0 0.0 


Yellow Time (s) 
All-Red Time, (s) 
Lead/Lag 
Lead-Lag Optim 
Recall Mode 


, ■ ’ *- -T.r 

Actuated g/C Ratio 



IMS 

49%ip;0%: 

to^KsaaasftaiPts 

3.0 3.0 

3.0 

3.0 


aw*- .i 

|.2.0 

lid---:. dtULtldtinil.'Ci.u* I ■ 

Lag Lag 

MasmmtoismBamsm 

Lag 

Lag 

itYpdfPBgSSrffla? 


mmmmmmMm. _ r _ 

Max Max 


Max Max 

’27.0 

fciSyf 

0.44 


0.44 


3.0 3.0 

m& MMW B 

Lead Lead 

®--ilCes]lsi;Yes| 

„ t • • ui iiU n l -HAUi'.‘K4^S->UAiU 

Max Max 
:28.0 
0.46 


Si2;i0ii®|2 ; :o:i! 

Id ! \ JjL>SUillH0^M»44JJsSiUt»iSS^. ii 

Lead Lead 

SiYeslTfiYesf 

Max Max 
|28!Qi 
046 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

6: E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 


09/12/2001 


> < 


< A t A V \ V 



Area Type: CBD 

Actuated Cycle Length: 61 

Offset: 20 (tt%),tj^renccKjMTO^^ 5 *' *i 

Natural Cycle: 45 

Control Type: Pretimed i-, ’ . % V"^* VJ n jr?i4^> * n ~ ? 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.48 

Intersection Signal DelaySi0.3^ES®55^¥S^S^^^^^nteiSoctio«i3s8fS«^Efc:^^^^m?^^nTOr^^^^^=w^:r^^ ? a 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.5% ICU Level of Service B 


Splits and Phases: 6: E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 


09/12/2001 


> 


> < 


< A t A V i V 


Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow(vphgl) 
Lane Width (ft) 

Grade W2P? : 

Storage"Length (ft) 


4 tt r* 

1900 1900 31900 1900 1900 1900 31900 IP900 v"-19001 *;.1900~;.1900334900 

12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 


Total LostTime (s) 
Leading Detector (ft) 
Trailing Detector (ft) 
Turning Speed (mph) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Ped Bike Factor 
Frt 

Fit Protected 
Satd." Flow (prot) 

Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 

Right Turn on Red 
Satd! Flow (RTOR) 
Headway Factor 
Link Speed (mph) 

Link Distance (ft) 
Travel Time (s’) 

Volume (vphj 
Confi. Peds. (#/hr) 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 

Peak Hour Factor 
Growth, Factor •; 

Heavy Vehicles (%) 
Bus Blpckages (#/hr) 

Parking (#/hr).. 

Mid-BlockjsT raffic (%) 
Adj. Flow (vph) 

Lane Group F!ow (vph) 
Turn Type 
ProtectedPhases:: 
Permitte'fPnases'"'”' 
Detector Phases' 
Minimum Initial (s) 
Minimum;Sp|it(s)3:g 

Totai Split (sj. 

Total spnt(%;)|g£ 
Yellow fime"(s)“ " 
All-Red Time, (s)Jf: 
Lead/Lag " ... 


0 

0 

3.0 






3.0 

-fc-t ft >v£LU4< 


* 0 ' 30 - 
Tfi — ‘3 ■£"“ 


0 


;lli:p50®lH?50!||||50 


0.'0 " 0 

0.95 0:95 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.91 0.91 1.00 

0.850 


•c.f/pvsns'MWj • tter*SBSBKg 


0 0 3191 0 



0 0 4617 1439 

W&&iPWSMW!!&s 

137 


1.14 




30’ 


30 

480QM@2p- 


40.9 

3n5:t3M®s;;i-3,„-v-r 


i^-«QIi3iS0E;31l,OJii;||0|i£|: 

tit*! 


423327233:^518 

•.i.': v«J .?■'* *& ..' 


o dffigpHHHM 

0.81 0.49 0.72 0.85 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.75 0.88 0.88 

100% !, ,;1100%T1’00mi OO%S:O0%®fl 00%|f100%1P 00%W00%^l:00%mO9% 
2% 37% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 1% 1% 



TO ...~ TO. 4.0. ’ T0~. 4.0 470 

0.0 23.0 0.0 23.0 23.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 52.0 52.0 52.0 

0%' 31% 0% a^1^31%1@p»-<W«iP^fipO% n »9^^69^p,6?%: 

3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

>20 . ~ , f 20 ' 20 . ” , * T ; ' % I 2.0 t 2 0 |1 2,0 

Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead Lead 


Recall Mode ’”"”™ .' .“ Max... Max "” Max " ’. . ” Max 

Act siisi^^ 

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.27 


Max Max 
,xp9.0|Jg49,.0 
(5.65 " 0.65 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 


09/12/2001 


A t A V | V 




0X3*1 


Approach^D^iay T' :: T 

*TSfl22.25S. 


Approach LOS 

.. c c 




Area Type: C 

BD 




ActuatedC^ycle Length:75 ■''. ■'• ■' ' ■ .“" " " . ' "’ . .. 

Offset:^0:(27%)«Referenced;t^phas^2:EBWB^Start/Sf ? Gre^li|il!g|S|^l|®Si;i^Siiil®^$31iipiiI 

Natural Cycle: 80 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.04 

Intersectidri^Signal Delay :i33.^|il|li|IpB@ipilpShtersectibrilLGS;‘G;lSigf||<S^Si|P®li|5iP^i|pSi|pJipfl 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 101.3% ICU Level of Service F 


Splits and Phases: 2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 
el 


-» c2 _ 

3^RK8^waasg»»sti 


Convention Center Intersection Study 09/12/2001 Existing-Weekday AM Peak Hour 
TMK 

GBNRTCBUFF-ST51 


Synchro 5 Report 
Page 2 


D-67 












Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 


09/12/2001 


> 




< A t A v I V 


Sar 


Lane Configurations 


12 


4t 

300. 

12 


12 12 


?0P9 

12 




4tt> 


” 12 ' 


■ 5 

m 


12' 12 12 12 12 12 

tr 1 * —~-jg 

0 

' 3.6 


Lane Width (ft) 

stoSflele^W.”0 

Storage1Lane§l®lliilP^|0ji^I3®®i|fl0SSi!Pil 

Total Lost Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 o.u o.u 

Leading r 

Trailing Detector (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 

^MKMHnPPraMM 


Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1:00 0.95 0.95 0.86 0.86 0.86 1.00 1.00 1.00 


Fit Protectea?ffpT@SlP|i: 

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 2978 

Fit Permitteafp^®»Mp0|7i.. 

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 2261 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 5 49 



Link Speed (mph) 


30 


30 


30 


30 


msm 

llSSSilfiiitl 8QSS®BHS 

aH^B8agSII80flMlil 

'40'9 

.. 40.9 

40.9 


Travel Time (s) 40.9 

volume (vph)^, fKa^» :ga^ 

Confl. Peels. (#/hr) 

Peak Hour Factor 0.79 0.91 0.74 0.25 0.82 0.63 0.75 0.91 0.74 0.25 0.25 0.25 

®MQ09SpOOS«,OO,%5p : p,O < %«,( 

Hw^a wda* 1 . .« y i ' i&^ifr , '' m i , > 'm“ 

Bus ekMinB«Hra 

Parking (#/nr) 

Adj. Flow (vph) 92 88 0 0 237 8 360 1536 173 0 0 0 

Lane .Group ; Ffldw (vph)lifilOIip 

Turn Type Perm Split 

Rrotected'Rbi^1MMWTOfWPWWMiWra^^®P^^^SBW 

Permitted Phases 2 


MinimumTriitiar(s)...”~"*4T0" 4.0 ” 4.0 4.0 4.0 

Minimurn'SblitK©lWP^:o^i^.OWpWWrt5»2Oi^fflMpi|21|OJ^2-1«03p^Pi®|*PiHiira 

raaispiltis)^"* 34 27:8 27.if. W 86'. 

Yellow Time (s) 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.0 3.0 

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead 

Lead.Lag;Op!llm!^|lg^g|l ^gig^aiig g i^ia^l |pii^^iailia^« 

Recall Mode Max Max Max Max Max 

Art EffctlGi^XsrajM^ 

. ,(’. 5 :. 'iC-L* J ~ : J »‘Jtu:.U?i iil *- 2 ?fi!uMt*v* iillj ;v if. L rtjj<^ i ti;;*#►*.t*»«**1.tu—.- 

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.32 0.32 0.60 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 


09/12/2001 


> 


V f 


< ^ t A V \ V 




v/c Ratio : V 0,25; " vr.,■ . '0.62 =' ? - 

Uniform Delay, dl 18.8 18.4 <• 9.3 

LOS 6 B A 

Approach Deiay^ - ; - - i^lll^iiSfSiill^SSiiiliSiilillliiiiil^^ 


Approach LOS 


B 


Area Type: CBD 

Actuated Cycle Length: 75 

Offset:^ (64%),(Referenced ^hase^iEByyB.^StSrtpfWen-H^^^li^^^^^^Pli^PI^^ 

rz ■ - mwz* ■• j ass*- .^A^flaaaSkssagaaa^jagsg^.H.^ui^ 

Natural Cycle: 45 
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.62 

$H$fj 


Intersection (Signal Delay. 11 WHHHMmUf ■WHMqraiaeg ^^ TSj» 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.3% ICU Level of Service A 


Splits and Phases: 16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 



b2 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

46: Scott Street & Washington Street 


09/12/2001 


> -«• > < < a t r v \ J 




Lane Configurations 4t» 4f» 4f» 4t» 

Storage Length (ft) 0 00 0 0 00 0 



Trailing Detector (ft) 

Turning 

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 


0 " 0 

0.95 0.95 0:95 0:95 

IE§p 

,_ . . , ms m 

0.980 0.988 


Frt .~. " .~0:933' 0.937 

F't protect^pniM^^siswini^n^nmKSH 

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 2750 0 0 2683 0 0 2608 0 0 3004 0 

Fit p*m®SiSp«SlS» 

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 2525 0 0 2427 "0 0 2363 0 0 2707 0 

Right ;TumTonjged7|||gf 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 32 44 12 23 

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 _ 30 

Travef’Tii^^si < ^^^ , *^ i ^^^’‘ i ib^9^^^^^^ : ^ 40.9 . ‘ ^ ^ ^ 

** * s{ ' ' 

Peak Hour Factor 0.94 0.63 0.53 0.71 0.66 0.61 0.81 0.95 0.67 0.77 0.89 0.96 

G rowth ‘ Factual®Si-100*00%fi1 00%|fl 00%*1 00%»0<pf il 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 27% 0% 5% 14% 15% 


"38% T6%" 25% 8% " 6% 0% 

J. : jr if LV■ rr.4.'firLl (f/fitf.. -fL.illlliiiL'...-.. -1- — .... It ." ..tlCi-*.!—<hLf. * 'j . r ' i ■ '.t.j 1 . 1 1^ .1 jtii/n' ^i t'it > i*i. jgg 

Parking (#/hr) 

Mid-Block‘Traffic 

Adj. Flow (vph) 16 24 


32 


28 


44 


12 


64 253 


28 


Lane'GrbujplFI6w.(vpH)ipliiS,Oils 

~ Perm Perm Perm Perm 




Turn Type 
Protected iPhases^ 

Permitted Phases 2 2 1 1 

Detectp f ^iissiasaK«»gBip*s|2^^M™paiMp™a* 

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

Total Split (s) 25.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 35.0 35.0 0.0 35.0 35.0 0.0 


Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

All-Rea TitMiligSiBiSSSiiBSEeiipfiaiiiipipiPiiaiiaippp^II 

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead Lead Lead 

Lead-Lag OgtjmialillS®^^ 

Recall Mode None None None None Min Mm Min Min 

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.24 0.24 0.61 0.61 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

46: Scott Street & Washington Street 


09/12/2001 


> 


> < 


< ^ t A V 1 V 


aSK *&&&» jmu 


Uniform Delay, dl 7.6 8.0 2.7 3.2 

LOS A A A A 

Approach LOS A A A A 


tsectipr 


Area Type: CBD 

Actuated Cycle Length: 49 


Natural Cycle: 50 ^ 




Control type: Semi Act-Uncdord 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.21 mmm .' :: -V:■,:; ■, 
Intersection Signal Delay: 3.8 Intersection LOS: A 

Intersection Capacity ^Utilization-24 !'1 % ■ '/r * ^ "ICU Level.pf.Seryice A i ' “ ’ ’ ” 

Splits and Phases: 46: Scott Street & Washington Street 


It., 

T* a2 

isimmmmmmmmmmmmmmsmmm ^■^^-s»e®«s«Km^as^s^BSsa»ssas»s^Bss^i ■ 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 


10/18/2001 


> 

— 

- 

< 

V V 

i&gggrifr-s yn 

S331 

aag 

£11111 


Lane Configurations 

Sign Control 

Volume (veh/h) 17 

Peak Hour Factor 0.61 

4t 

Stop 

".6 

■m 

Stop ' 
~5 
0.25 

WgXM 

0.88 

IStob — . 7 ~ r ~'<7 

..■ v. , ..* 'w... V 

166 8 

0.85 1.00 . • ' . 

Hourly flow rate (veh/h) 28 

8 

20 

183 

195 8 

ISSiS 

EB2 

” y 1 1 

VB2 

SB SB 2 


/olume Total (vph) 
Volume Left (vph) ' : r 
Volume Right (vph) 

Hadj (s) * 

Departure Headway (s) 
Degree Utilization, x " 

Capacity (veh/h). 

Cqntrol Delay (s) 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS ’ 


28 

“if 


o 


o:3 p o:o - o.7 

'" 5 ^ ” 5 ^ 357 ^ 

0.05 0.01 

6lf "650' 

t.Tfifr 7.1 

Ins ! 

®r r 


0.. 0 195 

0 183 0 

■0.2 0.5 

4 9 .5 6 

0.02 0.26 0.30 

A67 .583 638" 

7.6 8.4 9.8 

•8.3 9.6 

A A 


8 


0 

""8 .. 

-04 

4.7 

0.01 

748 ' • 

6.6 




' Tj 
_ 


W:M: 


gjgfsgeegffsshfhaiy— 


Delay 

< 3*9. ' v . ' . 

HCM Level of Service 

A 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 

25 M... 1cu > evel0fServ,ce . A .... 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 


09/12/2001 




< A t A V 1 V 


aEmauansi! 




Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphgl) 

Lane Width {ftj’^' 
GradeX^gg:. 
Storage Length (ft) 
Storage Laries 
Total LostTime (s) 
Leading Detector (ft) 
Trailing Detector (ft) 
Turning Speed (mph) 
Lane UtiL Factor 
Ped Bike Factor 
Frt 

Fit Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 

Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 

Right Turn on Red 
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 
Headway Factor 
Link Speed (mph) 

Link Distance (ft) 

Travel Tirhe’(s) 

Volume (vph). 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 

Peak Hour Factor 
Growth Factor /’ 
Heavy'V'eRicTes (%) 
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 

Parking'" (#/h"rf"“.. 

Mid-Block Traffic’(%) 
Adj. Flow (vph)’ 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 


f, ^1* 

1900 1 900 t 90Q sfipoo m 90pjp 900 ii900,pT90p psi9op?ii9PO ssi 9PP m 900 

12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 



pp 

3.0 



i50/P^5£WpS 

0 0 


0.909 


“0:993"'“ 


/;-9 m ; i5 e ' ussiiii: 7" 9 

1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

0.983 


3OT0;950 

1 cprissi igspiii 

0 946 1472 0 1083 1641 0 579 1544 0 



1800 

40.9 40.9 40.9 40.9 




si® 


‘“bW o.sd 

ioo% 100 % /ioo%;:i oo%itoo% poo%®ioo%poo% pi 00 % m 00 %-noo%/-ioo% 

0% 0% 22% 33% 2% 8% 2% 3% 13% 11% 10% 0% 


0.25 


o “0,7 m®S r M0 9 “go mm oo '■ \? t o ■ ' o mm 


. „.,,.::p ; ::p :;§150 


•••;• '0%'" •": . : ’ ’ 0%•. 

-■ . . 1 e \ ■ t ■....; ,J..i y-. ■ 

12 20 16 124 


Yi ii <!' 


r- - •. n r-'-.-n-.r “psr^-m ‘ r. 

’460'"“ : " i " i '^^’ l ^ :iis W , '” £ ^55""'”"'2^ 


: q 0/<? t«| g; !p* H *• 3 T 


lilfiio%, 

0...12.J.20.".T6"~.T24 "IW^iof 

;: ’ '40/:f3^2-IW|0« i l!;6i^13’^Kl0 Tj.103 : ,484'-," iiOSPif60 7 1 WBW^O 

Perm Perm Perm Perm 


Protected gh^^4gV,g;;|7-j|::;|li2||i||||ii||p|||||^g|i||||||iiJ||g||IJi!^i|g^| 


2 
12 

"4: ! d 

21.0 

25.6 

12 % ! 

SI'‘ ! t« 

3.0 


4.0 

21.0 

"25:6' 

12% 

S8*2p 

3.0 


0.0 


2 

2 

4.6 

10 

WS»X ! 

25.0 

2% 

iO*;v.. 

3.0 


1 


T 


4.0 

1.0 

25.0 

2 % 

3.0 




4.0 


0.0 


4.0 
9.0 i 
356" 
8 %; 
3.0 


4.0 

: 9 m 

'350‘ 

> 8 %| 

3.0 


... 

4.0 


'o:o 


Permitted Phases 
Detector Phases.!' 

Minimum Initiaf(s) 

Minimum jS>plit i (s)|l 
Total Splits) "'''" “ 

Total Split;(%||||| 

Yellow Ti‘me1isf“““ 

All-Red Time '$$)}£% 

Lead/Lag .Lag Lag. . '"Lag”." Lag .Lead.Lead ” Lead “ Lead 

Lead-Lag’ r pptpize?|| r^Yesj-Yes'P- 'lWes|pn^Mg i|®pSil 

Recall Mode Max Max Max Max Max Max Max Max 

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.37 0.37 0.37 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.53 


;^9.0iPiPig'0ipp|?!/- 

35.0 35.0 0.0 

«!P% 

3.0 3.0 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 


09/12/2001 
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Area Type: CBD 

Cy^Lenpr&eo:^^ 

Actuated Cycle Length: 60 

Offset: ; 81(13^), :Referenc^;tdiphas«:2:EByyB^tart'pf Green * "?r W"' 77F- ~< '" V/! 

Natural Cycle: 45 

Control fype::Rretimed|^p®K i |@:i:^;|«§^^ 

Maximum vie Ratio: 0.55 

Intersection.Signal Delay: ,8.5 ' 1" "1 • r^': ^nterSS^1E©S.*A1l^^ 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 62.3% ICU Level of Service B 


Splits and Phases: 36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 


>-g5S^aS^3:^t^B5^SgBgSgi5S8^gag^S^^2gi^Sag§S^Sag5S^mr 


~~^ o2 _ 

smmmmmmmMmmmmi 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 


09/12/2001 


> 


> < 
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X35i 


Lane Configurations £ 

Ideal Flowj(^hpl)lS^iI900p)t900 r lp1000#1900^^W9Q(XWOOjp^oq!||pOWOO;a90pi||9pq 
LaneWiStffW^ 



Total LosTlIfnel^r—:— 370~ X(T “X0 —3.0T" 3.0 3T0 370~ • 370 3.0 ~ 3.0' 3.0 

Leading Pf 

Trailing Detector (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 

Lane Util'Factor t.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95 1.00 

FltProtect^i^iig^iigiaiSMl^HMBM^PSSliMISS 

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 3142 0 0 0 0 0 1639 0 0 3114 0 

Fit Permitted WROUm ,r:^'>0.992Mp«iif fjM 


Satd.'Fl6w (RTOR) ~~?4 . ” " ~~ ."' : " ' 5' 

Headwa£gg<^^ 

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30 

Travel Time (s) 40.9 40.9 40.9 40.9 



Parking (#/nr)' 

Adj. Flow (vphj 88 418 68 0 0 0 0 191 8 96 566 0 

Lane Group Flow (vph) M«0«CT4;S*Oi|MO 

Turn Type Perm Perm 

Permitted Phases 2 2 1.1 

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

Total Split (s) 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 0.0 40.0 40.0 0.0 

TotaLSplit.(%)»«Pi38 i %?p38%W0i»»0,%W(^WQ%M€^^^W0^lil®'a§2%*^ 

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

All-Red Time (s) |§ig|p |ijS2!04$Spiff 

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead Lead 

Recall Mode Max Max Max Max Max 

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 0.57 0.57 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

21: Court Street & Franklin Street 


09/12/2001 
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Lane Configurations 

Ideal Flow T(ypRpl) g i3PPil900Iia9QQip900Iip:900 ■;H1900;i|fip03P3900ip 900J!P900.fP.90Qip900fSI 900 
Lane Width (ft) 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 

9 ra ? e «ll^ 


Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 00 00 0 

Total Lost Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0. 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

Leading^DeteGtori<ft)«ai!5«ipCrr“:fFf-' :,, ^^!iliP@lSiiiPP50«p5qS^^^*ili*illili 

Trailing Detector (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 

Turning §pSedi|(nnp,h)lS^®i5Si^KP^^J®P^Si^SB^^9&^MSIii?ffi , :'T^?">.9.MS1i5il^S#liiiS9 

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Ped Bike 'Factof;;ilSp;ailfjiilipfl ^ 

1‘. »iifcii.fcU*>**.?j£SSi►!!^ilti*** t ii j i5:VxirJt*i*1 tOSkSl^Siiifc8^T|5i*S*ifiii» 

Frt 0.963 0.970 






Satd. Flow (prot) 0 2789 0 0 2980 0 0 2881 0 0 0 0 

Satd. Flow (perm). 0 2596 0 0 2980 0 0 2881 0 0 0 0 

RiQht Turn-on Red 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 97 51 

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30 

Link Distahce|ft) 

Travel Time (s) 40.9 40.9 40.9 40.9 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 


Peak Hour Factor 0.50 0.81 0.90 0.90 0.86 0.84 0.50 0.82 0.75 0.90 0.90 0.90 

Growth :.Factor;ii®?i : p|Sippi oo%f,i oo%p qp%?|i;0o%®i'oo%mi oo%pi oo%ppo%woQ%ippo%ia(K)%pi:oo% 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 17% 0% 0% 5% 5% 44% 3% 10% 0% 0% 0% 


Parking (#/hr) 

■ ^ i... v>.^ aaiteaw •;:>...!« #.8iteflaa^«»^>tt^^ii»l>yw«gffite^ii^a^aaBaMteroeW8a^wfetgi^« K^ Mw»iaKiiiaafailMHaSCTtoB 

Adj. Flow (vph) 14 302 0 0 424 140 50 318 92 0 0 0 


424 140 .”50“ 318' 


Turn Type Perm Perm. 

Protected Phia&es 

Permitted Phases 2 2 1 

PetectorF!hases,jT;;:pi^ 

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 


Detector;ph^s:piM|2|p@ppMaS|M®:^P^S1^»1^^»1i»iiW» 

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 


Total Split (s) 


40.0 "4o:o 4 o.o.o.o “ 4o:o“. 0:0 30.0 30.0 . 0.0 0.0 “ “ 0.0 0:0 


Yellow Time (s) 


3.0 3.0 


Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead 

Lead-Lag 

Recall Mode Max Max Max Max Max 

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.53 0.53 0.39 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

21: Court Street & Franklin Street 




09/12/2001 
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Uniform Delay; dl . ^8- -"-*^.7“- 

Date<y^S^1?!^gSi3?S!g^ 

LOS A A B 

Approach LOS A 




Area Type: CBD '“ " 

Cycle Lerfflhl¥0 : ^^'^a : #f»;^;»3%gpisto 

/Ztuatel i,ycietengttf 7 if‘ '' "' '*' 


Offset: 0(0%)? Referenced t61phase;2:EBWBlStart'dfGreentfMpi;S 

. . , •■■■••• , X •»" ' •••'. _ •■-■-■ -''-'Wi--' --' • .-•.ajKvutacy.v.-jasv. _.w.- . ^ ' : : 

Natural Cycle: 45 
Control Type:,Pretimed 
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.40 


Intersection Capacity Utilization 39.3% 


iCUreverofSemce A 


Splits and Phases: 21: Court Street & Franklin Street 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
26: Court Street & Pearl Street 


09/12/2001 
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Lane Configurations 

Ideal Flow^vphpl);iigIpp900|||19O0;i|1900.|i«9p0|p000|i|1^0eiiii:SQP:Ipp0iiip0)04PS00 -|a9(X)jip9p0 
Lane Width (ft) 12 12 12 12 

Storage Length (ft) 



Total Lost Timers)™ -^Td - 370“ ^a;o””“370 '3:0"™"370 370 " 3.0 ' 3.0” 3.0 370 ’“T370 

Leading D^^pri(ft)l||g|||||||p m WmUEBlBBaum 

Trailing Detector (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 

Turning Sp^ditm^h'XSm^iljrl 5 T 9t '*TiW:§ iPM^i^PSSlf.S! 

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.91 0.91 0.91 

Ped Bike Factor | % S!pill:5 " - - “ ^ ' T 

Frt .* "' ’'' , '“' i '""..0.931.. "...~... .. '" J ‘..0.957 * 

FltProtect^ilil^i::-;: 7 ’ 

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 2712 0 0 3076 0 0 0 0 0 4123 0 

• Fit Permitted W m M 

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 2712 0 0 2184 0 0 0 0 0 4123 0 


Satd. Flow (RTOR) 189 

Headway .FactofSj; 

Link Speeff"(mph) ~ 39 ” ... '30 

Link . 

Travel Time (s) 40.9 40.9 40.9 

volume (^)BM«MaKms>»aaf 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 

Confl.' Bikes' (#/hr) 

Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.83 0.89 0.92 0.84 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.50 0.82 0.55 

Growth Factorl1iSSII^p3lf”100%f!pO0.%1;it00%1!7iP0%'1i1O0%M00%',||100,%''3pO0%ip;pp%Jp pO%W00%p:008§ 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 12% 11% 2% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 11% 1% 


Parking (#/hr)' 

MM-Biock Trane 

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 219 169 211 535 0 0 0 0 48 280 


Turn Type D.P+P " .'■, “ Perm 

Permitted Phases 3 1 

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

Minimum Split (s) 1 * 21.0 ” 

Total Split (s) 0.0 34.0 0.0 8.0 42.0 0.0 


0.0 070 


^3K^S9:0'i‘SK9I0*ST1!j 

0.0 28.0 28.0 0.0 


Yellow Time (s)".. "'‘ "“‘'*'""“370. “ 2.0 3.0 3.0 

All-Rec? Time|s) 

Lead/Lag Lag Lead Lead 

Lead-Lag Optimize?/ f i» ^S|B|Sli W 

Recall Mode Min None Min Mm 

Effct 

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.39 0.51 0.26 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
26: Court Street & Pearl Street 




09/12/2001 
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v/c-Ratio 


Approach Delay 
Approach LOS 


4.9 




am 

lliililiil 

A 


B 

mmanii 


mmamm 


-v r vx- 




Area Type: 

Cycle'Length: 70 
Actuated Cycle Length: 42 5 
Natural Cycle. 40 

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated 
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.61 

Intersection Signal Delay. 6.7 Intersection LOS: A 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.1% _ 


Splits and Phases: 26: Court Street & Pearl Street 

i ■'" el V” 02 ^ 


bI _ 


f 0 2 It* 1 b3 _ 

t«»i 
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URS Corporation 


Traffic Impact Study 


Section 5-2 
ETC / No Build / AM Peak 



Lanes, Volumes, Timings 


11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 

09/12/2001 

> — > < A t 

A V f V 

iglaL-JfsMl 

1 

.7 

a 

5 

Lane Configurations 4 



Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 1900 1900 1900' 

1900 

1900 1900 1900 

1900 

Lane Width"(ft)" 


‘12 

12 

12 12 12 12 


if. 12 

' "'if 

Grade (%) 


0% 

§§ 

77" ' 0% T' : ’ ~ 

0% 

7:.7. 0% 

’ ps! } 

Storage Length (ft) 
Storage Lanes 

Total Lost Time (s) 

0" 

0 

3.0 . 

?< ■' 

“3.0 

0 

0 

0 0“ 0 

Mss&r 0 0 

3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

3.0 

■ 0 ' 0 "■ 7” "T 

3.0 3.0 . “3.0 

. 0 

” r 0 

3.0 

Leading'Detector (ft) 

.v '*'* i 

50 

171717;'. 

50 . . 50 


50 50 

"JmbSi 

trailing Detector (ft) 


“ 0 


0 0 


0 . 0 


Turning Speed (mph) 



9 

. 15 .V 9 15 ■ 

7. . ■ 

g 15 : 

. ,A 9 

Lane OtiL Factor ' 

1.00 

"TOO 

100 

1.00 100 1.00 . 1.00 

1.00 

1.00 0.95 0.95 

0.95 




Ped Bike Factor 

Frt. 

Fit Protected 
§atd.Flowiprotj“ 

Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
RightTurnon Red 
Satd. FlowlRTdR^ 

Headway 'Ffctor®;’™ 

Link Speed (mph) 

Link Distance (ft) 7"~T 

Travel Time (s) 

Volume (vph) 0 

CdnfTPedsTt#/^" 

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 

Peak Hour Factor 


0.907 

0 1512. 


MEEii 1111 


0.991 

0 167 5 " ' 


0.952 

” —" " 770 . 998 ; 

. Hr* 0 3067 


. . . 0.823 .177 77. . 0.998 


0 1512 


0 1391 


0 3067 


Yes .Yes ' Yes . .. Yes 


1.14 


210 

.14 

30 


Growth Factor **" 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 


' 0.25 

109% 


1.14 

1.14 

1.14 

1 

.14 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 


... 

. 30 



* 8S *® 88R ®® 55 

30 

wKi-wvteefotK 


' 

1800 

1, ■ 


7 < 

1800 




"40.9 




400 


184 

86 

“'"484 

ggij 

mm 


0 

w-m 




. 



Z~ji£.Wl 

y ' 

m mm 

•- 



1 sip 

0.94 

0.67 

~ 0.08 

0 


0.257 

0.25. 

0.25 


149 


30 


■; 1800 


40.9 




109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 
6% 1 % ' 2% 1 % ' "0% " ; ' 0% 0% 0% 0% " 1% 0% 


Bus Blockages (#/hr) 
Parking (#/hr) 
Mid-Block Traffic (%) 
AdTFlow (vph) ' 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases “ 
Detector Phases 
Minimum Initial“(s) 
Minimum Split (s) 

Total Split (s) 

Total Split (%>:: 

Yellow fimeW^ 
All-Reef Time (s) 
Lead/Lag 
Lead-Lag Optimize? 
Recall Mode 
Act Effct Green (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 


70 


‘ 0" 

■ '770 


0 7 7770 T 0 

0 % 

. ; 

309 0 


0 "O'. 0 " 0 


0 0 0 0 


0% 

600 

0 

.... Q 

0% 

.0 0 

“‘*S 

740 

* 0 

0 

- ~~q : g 

O' 





Perm 




435 


218 


}' 2 y 


Perm 


ftfT*7 : "Tr’7‘/7 v 

i i -.x. 




■ESi^SV.7:\i v 

4 

4.0 


... . . - . . .. '- .7. 

4.0 4.0 



1 

4.0 

i 

40 

.7 

20.0 


20.0 20.0 r “ 



8.0;; 

8.0 

0.0 

350 

0.0* 

35.0 35.0 0.0 


d.o 0.0 

35.0 

35.0 

' ' ' 0% 

; 50% 

70%' 

50% 50% 0% 

0% 

0% 7 0% 

50% 

50% 

. 



3.5 3.5 




30 


"0.5 


77 0.5 0.5 

■M •‘ w - 


119157 

0.5 


Lag 


**■ tag .Lag . 



Lead 

Lead 


0.0 




Yes 

Max. 

32.0 
0.46. 


■mmi 


YesYes 

Max.Max 

.32.0 j 

0.46 






"Max 


. r ^Q — ; 

■^tj!46‘^^ 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


09/12/2001 
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v/c Ratio 
Oniform Delay, d 1 




Detail 

£6s^”' 

Approach Delay 
Approach LOS ” 


0.38 

'*‘" 3:6 .. 

" 3 : 4 " 

A.. 

4.4 

".A.. 




1.16 

11 : 6 ' 

97.6 

“f 

97.6 

‘. F 








0.46 

9.8 

:io.i” 

"B" 

10.1 



Area Type: CBD 


Cycle Length: 70 

Actuated Cycle Length: 70 . 

Offset: 8 (11%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green 

Natural Cycle: ^l**’"**^*-^-'*. . 

Control Type: Pretimed ' * 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.16 

Intersection Signal Delay: 46.6 y Intersection LOS: D 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 95.8% ICU Level of Service E 




Splits and Phases: 11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


'i r ' :> 01 

a2 

iTF’T is '~'M " 'j- ^ m i 

l35t 1 ~1 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 


6: E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 09/12/2001 
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Lane Configurations 


4» 



4* 



4* 



4» 


Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

MM 

'1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

T900 

1900 

1900 

119001 

1900 

Lane Width (ft) * 

12 

. 12 

. 12 

12* 

"^fr 6 

12 -12 

fr 51 

: ^2 

12 

"".Tf* 

"12 

Grade (%) 

wwSwSSSsUiWfXw.:: 

0% 



0% 

'/V 'vT: 


0% 

..-. LZiv ss, 


0% 


Storage Length (ft) 

0 


. 0 

0 


0 

0 


0 

0 


0 

Storage Lanes 

Total Lost Time (s) 

0 

3.0 

"3.0 

~1T01 

* 

0 

3.0 

: -7 ./ • 

. x . -- 

3.0 

3.0 

0 

3.0 

3.0 

0 

30 

0 

3.0 

3.0 

.0 

”3:0 

Leading Detector (ft) ' 
Trailing Detector (ft)" 

50 

0 

r ■■ 50 

“** 1> ' 

ISSiii 

50 

‘0 

50 

0 


50 

O' 

t>U 

;; 6 

OU 

b 

50 

' a “HT 


Turning Spded (mph) 

15 


”9 

15 ”; 

,,. -' • •••' 

151 

1IIB1II 

9 

15 

p‘||f9 

Lane Udl. Factor 

1.6b 

1.00 

; t:oo 

TOO 

1:00 

TOO 

1.00 

1.00 

i:bcf 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

Ped Bike Factor 


S V-J 



lii li'i-PBlIill 

||W : 

'" y T v '?-7?''7’\ 


Pifli 


Frt ." . 


0.988 



0.946 ' 


* 

0.990 



0:986 

■s» 

Fit Protected ' 


0.989 


WglBi 

0.992 



0.997 



0.9951 


Satd. Flow'(prot) 

~.0“ 

"iidT^ 

*nr 

"fT 

.1552" 

0 

0 

'1457 

0 

0 

1554 0 

Fit Permitted 


“0.899 

rrv v .w 


0.937 

V . : -i; 


"0.997 

111111 

rs^s*" 

0 971 


§atd: Flow (perm) 

0 

'1458 

““ 0 

0 

1466 

0 

0 

1457 

0 

0 

1517 

0 

Right Turn on Red 

'■ : 7 \ 


Yes 



Yes 


x ' ‘7 x 

Yes 


••’l/ 

1 Yes 

Satd .“F low (RTOR) ““ 


10 



“■71 



9 



.... ^ 


Headway Factor 

1.14 

’ 1.14 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 

Link Speed (mph) 


^To 



30 



' Bcr 



30 


Link Distance"(ft) 


11800 


1800 ' 


1800 

ispfp 


1800 

Zii 

T raverfime(s) 


40.9 



40.9 



40 J 



“TbF" 


Volume (vph) 

18: 

103 

ggpi 

• 33 .92 

“iiti 

151 

247 

15 

1 


Confl. Peds. (#/hr). 













Confl. Btkes (#/hr) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Growth Factor 
Heavy Vehicles (%)~ 
Bus Blockages (#|hr) 
Parking ^#/hr) 
Mid-Block Traffic (%) 
Adj. Flow (vph) 

Lane Group'Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 


0.45' 

0.78 


0.83 0.79 

0.68 0.80 

“ 0.88 

0.63 0.25 

6.75 "0.25 

109%1 

109% 

109% 

-109% 109% 

'109% :109% T109%' 

109% 109% 

109% “109% 

" o% ! 

' 6€ 

" 0 6 >o 

0% 4% 

4%" 5QO/ 0 

13% 

olT 

.10%.0% 

0 

0 

.0 

“0 0 

. .. Q Q 

0 

0 01 

r “o ~~0 




.. vA w?. w^v.% vw% v.v 1 w>A^va , . , .a.I , . , a 

isSSSSSsS8^36ss&>iiJ4fc^ k jfa.i 




0% 

fSplfp 

0% 


0% 


0% 

44 

'144 

18 

^3 ” *^2 7 

114 22 

ibo'' 

26 4 

^-.. 31 --^1 

0 

"“-206 1 

. ..... . Q 

¥ - q - • 284 

...... 

354 

0 0 

■ • '39 1110 

Perm 


W&SiGKKitMVt 

Perm 

'Perm"' 

x.... >: xo 

Perm 



Protected Phases 


2 


2 


1 




y. ■ ■ 1 

PermittedPhases 

.. 2" 


... 2. 


1.1. 


1 



Detector Phases 

2 -■ 

2 

r 2 



; ’'“ll'”! 

lllgll 

. - 1 



Minimum initial (s) 

4:r 

4.0 

4.0 

4.0 

4.0 

^'4.0"'' 


ft" 

4.0 


MinimumSplit (s) 
TotalSplit (s) 

21.0 

" 30.0 ' 

21 0 
30.0 ‘ 

21.0 
0:6 30.0 

"0.0 

21.0 

31.0' 

2T.0 

31.0 

0.0 

21.0 

: ”"§tb'" 

21.0 ” 
; 3?.0 ^ 

0.0 

Total Split (%) 1 

49% 

' 49%'' 

0% 49% 

\ 49% ' ’' 0% 

51% 1 

51% 

0% 

51% 

'51% " 

"0% 

Yellow Time (s) " 

1 . 3.0 

3.0" 

. 3.0 

37b “ ' 

.3.0 ' 

“3.0" 


.3.0 

"'"tb ' 


All-Red Time (s) 
Lead/Cag*^ "" 

2.0 

'"""'"Tag™ 

“2.0 

Lag 

Lag Lag' 

2.0 

Lead” 

2.0 

Lead 

' 2.0 2.0 
Lead' Lead' 


Lead-Lag Optimize? ■ 

Yes 

“"Yes " 

? S 

Yes ' 

Yes 

Yes 


Yes 

Yes 

i$>. 'Z t 

Recall Mode 

Max 

Max 

Max 

Max 

Max 

Max 


Max 

Max 


Act Effct Green (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio. 

. s-mx' 

5 ; ; 

“27 0 

0.44 

27.0. 

■* 


28.0 

0.46 

. - 


“28.0 

'"6:46' 

:,'L . 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

6: E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 


09/12/2001 


> > r 


< r t a W v 


v/c Ratio 

Uniform Delays dl 

Delay " .. ~ *~ 

Approach Defay ‘ 

0.32 

ToT 

"10.9 

^nsr 

> 10.9 

. Q41 ■ 
8.4 

8.9 

A 

8.9 

0.53 - 

y.-rt-rt^/Xv^v . ,vi >,: 

11.4 

12.1 

* 'B 

|12 1 

0.06 —1 
8.2 . 

A 

a, .v 1 

Approach LOS 

6 ' 

A 

B 

A 

Intersection Summary 

teptltlllPl 




Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 61 " ' ". : 

Actuated Cy&UM^tor" 

unset: f^/oK Kererencea to pnase , start ot Green 

. . . - . .. . . .. . . .. • . . .,,.:,v. 


' * ‘ 5 

Natural Cycle: 45 

control i ype: pretimed 




v« < ' 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.53 





Intersection Signal Delay: 10.6 


i. - ' Intersection LOS: B 

. ■ i : 1 



Splits and Phases: 6: E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 



“T^ b2 

31 S ..• t vv : .i : : HU 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 


09/12/2001 



> 

- 

> 

< 

- 

< 


t A 

V 

i 

V 


tBL 

faalK 






i 1 NtJK 

SS^S 

wo1 ooK 

Lane Configurations 





4t 





4tt 


Ideal Flpw(vphpl) 

?; 1900 

1900S 

T900 

1900 

' 1900 

1900 

1900 1900 1900 

•1900 

1900 

11900 

■■■■■ ■ 

Lane VN/icfth (ft) 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 12 

12 

12 

12 

Grade (%) 

1.. 1 

0% 



0% 

liBia 

; i o% 

.; v.. 

0% 



Storage Lanes 

0 


.0 

' T'O.^. 1 

Total LostTirine (s) ' 

3 0 

3.0 

3.0 

' 3.0 

3.0 

Leading'Detector (ft)' ’ 
Trailing Detector (ft). 


50 


"50 

0 

50 

6 

Turning Speed (mph) 

15 

'"T' v 

9 

15 


Lane Util. Factor 

1.00 

0.95 

.0.95 

6.95 

0.95 

PedIBike Factor ' ‘ 


- ■*- : vv r w r v ( v 

" - - ' ~~ 


• ’ • 

Frt 


0.953 


Flt’Rrotected 





0.990 

Satd? Flow (prot) 

0 

2740 

^ (T 

0 


Fit Permitted 

Satdl Flow (perm) 

Right Turn on Red 


2740 


0 

(gsr ‘'fT 

0.990 

3191 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 


1 




Headway Factor 1.14 

1.14 


1.14 

Link Speed (mph) 


30 



30 

Link Distance (ft) 

1 »uu 


llll 

180Q. 

Travel Time (s) 


40.9 



40.9 

volume tvpnj u 

1ZO 30 70 

357 


To w 


„■& - 

3.0 




9 

1.00 


15 

too too 


■ 01 o 

3.0 3.0 

50 

.. ‘ ‘ 0 

9 15 


3.0 

50 




... I 

3.0 

"’50 

0 

119 


-iiili 


0 

Yes 


0 

mmmm 


0 


1.00 0.91 0.91 too 

" .*.0.850 

0.999. : 111 

0 0 4617~T439 

■ - - - - 0 999 — 


0 

i* 


SSliiBii 

0 


Ixo.' • ,^ v 

0 4617 1439 

Yes 


1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 

30 30 



Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 

Peak Hour Factor 
Growth Factor r 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 

Parking (#/hr) .. 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 
Adj! Flow (vph) 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Detector Phases 
Minimum Initial (s) 
Minimum Spjit:(s) 

Total Split (s) 

Total Split (%) 

Yellow Time (s) 

All-Red Time (s) : 

Lead/Lag.. 

Lead-Lag Optimize? 
Recall Mode 
Act Effct Green (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 


0 . 2 £ 


0.8T 0.49 0.72 0.85.0.25 0!25 0.25 0.25 0.75 0.88 0.88 


109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109%; 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 

&HC-S-. .... . w >>0i—• ..... .. ■. ....... . . ■' ' .■«s-.4S'ix 


0% 2% 37% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% . 2% 1% 

i m 


o 0 0 l;lT >/ ; '"''0 ' o 0 0 . 0 0 . '"10 


0 0 
0% 


Mi 


' o% mil"'. o% '. 

170” 78 114 458 ^ 0 

0 572 0 

Perm 

z z 

AwvSr^/v.—;. <..." 

4.0 4.0 

21.0 21.0 - ' 

liiTo 23!5 tCo ‘ ’ 

31% 31% 0% 


. ~0% ' ;v ” 

0 61 3373 ’ 642 


. ..... ..., 2 ,........... 

4.0 

21.0 : 
23!o“'" 0.0 
31% 0% 

wj-ir.wx; -V'!. 

3.0 

2 .||| 

' Lag 
■;' Yes 
Max' 
“120.0“' 

■ o:2f x 


. o% 

"o..o 

0 0 0 0 3434" 642 

Split "Prat 

..... - 




: 


W.-W _‘-: : XwX’X-il‘V--C -V. ...VA 

3.0 3.0 


0.0 

0% 


0.0 

iio%': 


0.0 

0 % 


ifilll^ .O "2.0 

Tag Lag 
. Yes yes ' . 
Max Max 


20.0 
0.27 


1 1 1 
*"4.0 4.0 4.0 

21.0 21.0 21.0 

52JS~' 52.0.52.0 

69% 69% 69% 

3.0 0.0 3.0 

2.0 2.0 2.0 

Lead.Lead Lead 

Yes 
Max 

" 49.0 “490 
.0.65 ' 0.65 


Yes Yes 
Max.Max 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 


v/c Ratio 

Uniform Delay, dl 
Delay 

Cos" 

Approadhpelay 
Approach LOS 




taam^rnKBsimmsssBsm 


0.67 

24.6 
, 25 0 

c 


09/12/2001 


A V i V 


1.14 ' 0.66 
' : '13.0 6:2 

76.2 6.8 

ET' . A 


65.2 


Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 75 
Actuated Cycle Length: 75 

Offset: 20 (27%). Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green 
Natural Cycle: 90 
Control Type: Pretimed 
Maximum v/c Ratio 1.14 

Intersection Signal Delay: 58.4 * Intersection LOS: E 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 109.5% ICU Level of Service I 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 


09/12/2001 


> 

B 

i 

\ v 

< 

i3R©lpiS\®Till 

< 

fi/BRP 

^ t r y | 

V 

Lane Configurations 

: \^ m oaa • 

4t 

Miinnn^ 

in nnn 

14 oaa woon« 

mxuxtsm 

4fR 

MQArtwnnrri/^'Qnni^ GAAinonn " i 

uonn 


12 


"12 


3.0 

I50P 

0 


0 

- o 

3.0 


0 %.. 

0 ..’.0 

3.0 3.0 3.0 


iPSii 50 


'9 


'AO ^ 

1.00. 1.00 ' 0.95 

0.995 ~ 


>;:- 


Lane Width (ft) 12 

Grade(%) “ ‘ \2.HS, 

Storage Length (ft). ’ ” 0 

StorageLanes ”* — ~* 0 

Total Lost" Time (s). 3.0 

LeadingiDetectdr (ft) : v 50 

Trailing Detector (ft) ' 0 
Turning Speed (mph) ^TJ7 15 l™!! ” 

Lane Util. Factor. 0.95 0 95 

Pecf Bike Factor 

Frf^”' ' .~.- 

Fit Protected i 'n r .1 : 

Satd. Flow (prot) 

Fit Permitted Hf 

Satd .'Flow (perm). 

Right Turn on Red ‘~T 
SatOlow iRtORf" 

Headway Factor 1.14 1.14 1.14 

Link Speed (mph) 30 

Link Distance (ft) 1800 W r A f$m 

Travel Time (s) 40.9 

Volume {vph) " ■ 1 73 80 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 

Peak Hour Factor 0.79 0.91 0.74 0.25 0.82 


12" 

0% 


12 “ 12 


12 

o. 

0 7 w 17 ' o 0 

^ q 0 q 3 0 3 0 


12 


.v -.’0% 

0 0 




3.0 


12 

0 

0 

3.0 


50 

0 

9 .; 15 


“SO 

6' 




——! 


9 

BsrnEar or&eT ra coo 


15 “ ~ 9 

Too i.oo 


0.975 

0.726 
0 2218 


’ O* 

.0 

Yes 


. . 1 : 

0 3056 0 


KSSSM 


0 3056 


.. 


"0.987 
0.991 “ 

0 5537. 

Ch99'f % 

0 5537 

49 




0 

Yes 




1 Yds 


1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 


30 




40:9 


■ o 0 194 wm. 


30 

-1800 

.40.9 

270 1398 




Sill 


30 

00 

40.9 


“1800 

'■ ■ 7 .V ■ M .&%•? 


128 0 0 0 


0.63 0.75 0.91 




. : : x. : - 


0.74 0.25 0.25 0.25 


0 % 

IlO 


' ■ .. ».%vX.:.sX > . .. .-. .. - . .\ „ ... . ..... V ... ... .... . s > : v. .\^ A-. /. .vv.....\^.'.’v';.'.. -v ;■....< /.CX* _ _. . 

13% 0% 0% 6% 0% 3% 4% 5% 0% 


0% 0% 


0 IT" '0 

Vx. :4m,'. . ,iit C»L v 


0."0". 0 

x &. v&S 


TOT 

0 

Perm 

2 

PT2" 

^ 4:o , 


0 % 

96 

197 

.2 


0 

0 


0 0 0 


10 % : 

• {5? 

1675 


0 ~ 0 0 


Growth Factor 109% '109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109%' 109% 109% 109% 109%' 109% 

heavy Vehicles*(%) "* 

Bi^ Blockages (#/hr); 

Parking (#/hr). 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 

Adj. Flow (vph) 

Mine Group Flow (vph) 

Turn Type " 

Protected Phases ” ; 

Permitted Phases. 

Detector Phases'.: "'1~ 

Minimum Initial (s) 


. 0% . r — 

0 258— 9"“392'1675 189 

0 267 0 0 2256 0 

Split 
1 


0 


0 % 

0 

0 1 


1 




”2 

4.0 


. . 




2 

.111^ ... 


'11 


Minimum Spfif (s) 20.0 20.0 

Total Split (s) 27.0 27.0 


CTO 0.0 


20.0 


Total Split (%) 

YellowTime (s)'"""""""" 
All-Red Time <s) 
Lead/Lag 
Lead-Lag Optimize? 
hecaif^ocle 1 ““ 

Ad Effct Green (s) 


” 36% i 
0.5 

..... Lag 

-Yes i 

Max 

Actuated'g/(f Ratio’. 


36% 0% 0% 

._ _ s . 

3.5 
0.5 
' Lag 
Yes 
Max 


27.0 0.0 

36% 0% - 64% 


i. i 

4.0 470 

21.0 21.0 
48.0 48.tr 






mm 

0.32 




3.5 

0.5. 

Lag 

Yes 

'Max""”’"'" 
24.0—■■■■'• 
6:32". 


30 

72.0 

Lead 

Yes 

Max 


64% 
3.0 

1 PP 

'"'Lead' 

Yes 

Max 

45.0 

0.60 


0.0 

0% 


0.0 0.0 
’0% 0%B10% 


0.0 




ie 4 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 


09/12/2001 


> 


t 

A V 4 V 

mmm _b 




v/c Ratio 

Uniform Delay, d 1 

. :z 

: 0.28 0.27 

' 19.0. ..18.6.' ‘ 

19.4 ■ 18.9 . ■ ; ; 

0.68 
9.8 
100 ! 

' 

LOS 

..B " B 

A 


Approach Delay 

i^-4 . ..mom** 

10.0 


Approach LOS 

B B 

.A 


Intersection Summary 

llliiilll | _ ||||||||||f| 


1 

Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 75 

Actuated Cycle Length: 75 

Offset: 48 (64%), Referenced to phase;2:EBWB, Start of Green 



Natural Cycle: 45 

Control Type: Pretimed 
Maximum'v/c 

Intersection SidhalDelav: 11.5 

' Intersection LOS: B 


■11 i 


Intersection Capacity Utilization 61.5% 


ICO Level of Service B 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

46: Scott Street & Washington Street 


09/12/2001 


> 


> < 




A V | V 


Lane Configurations 











4T» 


Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

Lane Width' (ft j' 


iT 

“F* 


: " A 12'"' 

nlf 

- ^ 

'' "12 

*v*x4->. . y-L^*&W' rtwi-w., ■ vii'vivv: 

12 12 

12 

Grade‘(%).. 


' „.9! /o 


.. -. . 



0% 



0% 


Storage Length (ft) 

.. 0 


0 

0 


0 

0 


0 

"0 


0 

Storage Lanes ' 

Total Lost Time (s) 

0 

“ 3 :0“ 

3.0 

~~ 0 

3.0 

0 

3.0 

3.0 

. 0 

T3r 

7’2‘vvf't^ ' 

3.0" 


0 

.3.0 

.3.0 

"" 0 
"fo 

Leading Detector (ft) 7 
Trailing Detector (ft) 

7 50 

' " 0 

50 

0 


' 50 
.0 

50 ' 
0 


""50 

™tT 

0 

50; 
. 0 

50 

0 

|JP”: 

■x Sx-x-Xwi^. 

Turning Speed (mph) 

15 


9 

15 

... 

9 

15 

v — 

9 

15 

71 • 

^»9 

Lane Otii. Factor 

0:95 

"Bl? 1 

0.95 

”0.95 

■...':. ~x -£: : . 7 : ■ 

0.95 

0?9S^ 

0.95 

0.95 

Sww»';v/ 

0.95 

0.95 

0.95 

0.95 

Red Bike Factor 

77.' 77' 

* 




' * w ■ 

spill 



wma 

’■■■ 

.„..., T , r ... 


Frt“~* — ^ 


*HBr 

' 


0.937 


" 




0.988 


Fit Protected 


;0.989 

ml 1 

pjpp 

0.987 

^3ipi 

VV.^ N 

0.992 

- 

~ ~ 0.991 

v ' " 

Sat®:" Flow (prot)' 

0 i: 

^2750 

.0. 

o' 

2683 

'0 

0 

2612 

0 

0 

“3005 

0 

Fit Permitted 


0.906 

111 

- 7 

0.889 

.77 ™: 

0.894 


s*r" v z&z7£ 

0.890 

' • ?■ -> 

Satd. Flow (perm) 

0 

2520 

^Hcr 

“ 0 

2417 

0 0 

” 2354 

. o" : ’ : " ;:: 

o k 

2608 

0 

Right Turn on Red 

Satd.“Flow (RTOR) . . ‘ 

“"Bi 

:.Yes'? ~ '"7771 7 ..Yes 

48 


“fi 1 

Yes 

24 ‘ 

Yes 

Headway Factor 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 

i;i4 

1.14 

- .. *> 

30 

1.14 

1.14 1.14 

1.14 | 

1.14 1.14 

1.14 

Link Speed (mph) 


30 





30 



30 


Link Distance (ft) 

;. 

718001 


1800 



1800 

,\ 


1800 

Travel Time (s) 


40.9 



40.9 



40.9 



40.9 


Volume (vph) 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 

15 

■3 

‘7 17 ~ "20' 


27 

■h&ili 

13 

MM 

warn 

'"749" 

225 

7;-.:?27 


Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 
Peak Hour Factor 




Growth Factor 
Heavy Vehicles 
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 
Partunf^ ' 
Mid-Block Traffic (%) 
Adj. Flow (vph) 


Lane Group Flow (vph) 


0.94 

109% 

0% 

m 


0.63 


075 “ 


109%° 

“ 127 %“ 

7770':" 


0.71 
109% 109% 


0.66 


0.61 

109% 109%" 


0% 

Tfl - ; 


5% 

mo' 


14% 

IIIO:: 


15% 

m 


^llT^TirH.7r“l).89i0.96 
109% 109% 109%? 


38% 

0 


Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
DetectorPhases | 
Minimum Initial (s) 
Minimu§|J5plit ( sgl 
Total Spirt (sj 
Total Split ® ;| 
YellowTime (s) 

All-Red Time (s) 7 

Lead/lag .. 

Lead-Lag Optimize? ' 

Recalf Mod e . 

Acl Effct Green (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 


17 

0% 

26. 

7.1 

35 

" "* 

Tr 

v/l ...... 

35 48 17 

Perm 

78 

0 

0 

Perm 

114 "' 0 O' 

Perm • 

w.vwv. .. 

: 2 

...<■34,4X4 

pm 

2 

2 * Hi 

1 


16 % 

0 

' 0 % 

70 


25% 

HR 


13 


109% 109% 109% 
" 8 % 6 % . 0 % 

•- Q . ,v Q ■ ' Q 


69 

wm 


0 % 

276 


„ . 376 

Perm 


’ 31 

mo 


1 . 


72? 7/ 2 . ..... .. 

4.0 4.0 


4.0 4.0 


* ... > : .« 

4.0 4.0 


V. /.V/AV^^W’v^ 

1 

to. 


:'2i:0;l-21f0? 


,0^;, 


25.0 

42% 

ftf 

2.0 

Lag 

Yes 

Hone 


'26:0' 
42% ' 

3.0 
2.0 
Lag' 
Yes 
None 

12.1. 

0.24 


0.0 

0% 


— MM 

' .. - 

25.0 


25.0 

42% 

""®Sr 

IgggP 

Lag 

mm 

None 


42% 
3.0 
20 
Lag 
Yes 
None'" 
1Z1 
0.24 


11 
1 

4:0. 

27.0 
35.0 

0% 58% 58% 0% 58% 58% 

3.0 3.0 


0.0 


27 0 270 27 0 

35.0 35.0 0.0 35.0 


0.0 

;o% 




' 3.0 

2.0 

Lead 

Yes 

Min 


3.0 
2.0 

Lead .. ' 

Yes ' " 

Min .“ 

30.1 

0.62 


2.0 2.0 
Lead Lead 
Yes Yes 
Min Min 
30.1 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

46: Scott Street & Washington Street 


09/12/2001 


< -s t r V \ V 


v/c Ratio 
Uniform D'elay 'dl 


LOS 

Approach Delay 
Approach LOS 


0.12 
.7.6 

H£|Si 

.A 


0.19 0.07 

8.0 2.7’ 

4!4 3f*Jl 


4.5 4 


-.4 


3.5 


0.23 

.' “ 3 ' 2 ' 

3.7 : 

' A 

.A 

3.7 

.A". 


‘ '*t j ^ | ^ v ■'*’ ■■ ’ •-'N ' ♦** >'S •• ».' * <■ «s 


Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 60 ■ ' '•.''.”. ' •. '. 

Actuated Cycle Length: 48.8 ' .. 

Natural Cycle: 50 ' ..*.'' ^. .. :: :.~ ’. 

Control ITypef Semi Act-Oncodfd 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.23 :v: >*; * " * ' . y ~ — 

intersection Signal Delay: 3.9 Intersection LOS: A 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 25.5% r ' ICU Level ofService A 

Splits and Phases: 46: Scott Street & Washington Street 


: 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
43: Perry Street & Washington Street 


10/18/2001 



Lane Configurations 
SigrTControl | 

Volume (veti/h) 
PeaksTlour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (vehli) 


4t 

"Stop 

0.75 


Stop 

.5 161 


Stop 

“66 


0.25 0.88 0.85 

22 199 213 




Volume Total (vph) 


Volume Left (vph) 

30 

0 

o 

0 

213 

0 

Volume Right tvph) 

6 “ 

‘ "o ‘ 

0 


0 * 


Hadj(s) 

0.3 


0.7 

«-0.2 U.t> 

"-0.4 

bepartureHeadway(s) 

‘.5.6 

“ir 

5.8 

..4!9. 5.6 

u 4.8 

Degree Utilization, x ' 

0.05 

3 01 

* 0.02 

p:28;;v0.33 

0.01 

Capacity fveh/h) " " 

"606" 

* 639 

485 

"582 

631 

739 

Control Delay (s) 

7.7 

7.2 

7.7 

8.7 

10.2 66 

Approach Delay (sj 

7.6 

8.6 


fO.1 


Approach;LOS ~r T-' .A ! 

gg^i 

A 

” T“ • g 

mm 1 








y.: ; . '<■ ■ • /■■ ■: ./■ ■ 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 


09/12/2001 



> 

> 

lepras 

< 

li-A 

< 

\ t 

A 

sNBRI 

V 

1 

V 

Lane Configurations 




. 





Ideal Flow (vphpi) 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900: 

P900 

>1900 

1900 : 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

Cane VVidth ^ft) 

"1'2" 

0F~ 

.“12" 

""'"'12' 

“‘"I T“ 

If 


.12 

12 

|2 

12. 

12 

Grade (%) 


0% 

5rry: 


o% 

OT T 


0% 

•;• • 


mpmm 


Storage Length (ft) 

-J:-■ 

0 


to lT 

0 


0 

0 


0 

¥»^S:^>:v4«iS-vCr^rv: 

0 


.To 

Storage’Lanes 


.■ A. Q 


0 



O': 


msm 

0 

Tolaf tdsfilme fsT" 

3T0 

3.0 

3.0 

...-..• •.•.7:7 .. .a _-7-_' .-7 

3.0 3.0 

^3:6 

Imt 

3.0 

3.0 

^ . VMSSiTJfe _'.-.v.! 

3.0 

3.0 

'3.0 

lpadihg'I)efecto§(ft)|||5 : 
Trailing Detector (ft) 

:50'' 
; ' 0 

50 ' 

lit 

50 

..0 

50 

, 

0 

—- 

50 

'. "o. 

50 

0 

Mmm 

50 

“if 

50 

..o. 

1 

Turning Speed r (mph)|g 
Lane Util. Factor 

- 15 

T.o'o 


9 

..... ....: ■■ 

1.00 

~ ns 

loo 

..9 

““Too 1 ! 0 o 

15 

T.Bo“loO ‘ 

9 

‘Too 

15 

1.00 

1.00 

TJ9 

i.d6 

Ped Bike Factor 



w z? 

" V ! 

"■?£W ~:y- <% 








Frt 

' : 

BSP 



0.910 " 



0 993 



0.983 


Fit Protected “ 

1 


7. - 

0.950 

........ 

mrnmm 

0.950 

' Si 


0.950 



Satd. Flow (prat)' 

1710 

'1361 

0 T22f 

1473 " 

0 

1593 

1641 

0 

"1464 

1544 


Fit Permitted 



0-734 

\?C. 'J "> — \ 


10-631 . 


0.342 


mmm 

Satd. Flow (perm). 

1710 

1361' 

0 ' 9 44 

1473 


1058 

1641 

0 

.527 

"'1544 



1114 


U70 

0 


Right Turn on Red 
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 

Headway Factor 
Link Speed (mph) 

Link Distance (ft) 

Travel Time (s) 

Volume (vph) ' 0 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 

Confl. Bikes" (#/h r)M|l _ 

Peak Hour Factor 0.25 

Growth Factor 109% 

Heavy Vehicles (%) 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 

Parking (#/hr)' 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 

Adjf Flow (vphf 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 

Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases ” 

Detector Phases 

j^inimumti^irts) 

Minimum Split (s)" 

Total Split (s) 
ptal Split (%)Tg ' 

Yellow Time (s) 

All-Red Time (s)f2 
Lead/Lag 

Lead-Ldg (Optimize? 

Recall Mode 


Yes ” —.. Yes 


22 


s.*.' I 


144 




Yes 

. 


1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 

~ ^ v >. . ,,.v^ ... _ . . ...w...^w'v..,.^~. . .■■'‘ w 

30 30 30 

1800 •' • . ■ 1800 ' * . 1800 “ 

..4o;g . 40.9'' 

8 9 12 83 164 90 373 


|m 


1.14 1.14 


2jET~ ..Wes 

17 

^ T * 14 ~ 1 * 14 
1800 __ 

.“■'■"***“. 40.9 . 

15 47 129 10 

... .vlXv7Xv! 


"6^~e.’ST“"K8 7 k~~0?87 



0.67 0.45 

109% 109% 109% 109% 

0% 22% * 33% 2% 

r ae*p 0 :-s?5o o o o.o o 

a ;l 4 wk«.vXv:<*!v' 


109% 

fli% . 10 % 

'""‘ z —Q 


’ 6 

0 

Perm 

. 

■■ 2 

Co 

■ . 21.0 

25.0 

:« 

3.0 

2.0 

Lag 

— Y«" 

Max 


0 %.. '" 

13 22 

WBM 

*T2 



mm 


205 


.0% 

113.502. 


0 17 340 0 113 528 


26 

0 


Perm 


Perm 


': 4 -rr;.< 


• 2 
4.0 
r 2 i;o 

^^5.0 
42% “ : 

2.0 

Lag. 

Yes 

Max 


0.0 


2 

2 2 
To " C O 
21.0 210 
25.0 25.0 


1 


;v :;:7. .;77. 7: 1 1 


•"4:0"'' ;x 'Cor ' 

9.0 9.0 

0.0 35 0 35.0 0.0 


0% 42%.42% 0% ' 58% 58%'' 0% 


3.0' 3.0 

“ 2.0 2.0 

Lag Lag 

Yes Yes . 

Max Max 


3.0 3.0 




Lead Lead 
: Yes Yes 
Max Max 


66 169 22 

•%66 191 0 

Perm. 

. , , .. .. , ....... . , •.... . ... . v, .... • 

4.0 ' 4.0 

9.0 9.0 <-Vi 

35.0 35.0 

58% 58%.: 

3.0 3.0 

• -2.orr '2o “ 

Lead' Lead 
Yes ^ Yes ' 

Max Max " 


0.0 

0% 


Art Effct Green (s) 22.0 22.0 22.0 " 32.0 32.0 

32.0 32.0 *T 

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.37 **' 0.37 0.37 0.53 0.53 

0.53 0.53 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 


ilEBClSEB 


09/12/2001 


< A t A W V 



Area Type: 

Cycle Length: 60 
Actuated Cycle Length 60 

Offset: 8 (13%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green 
Natural Cycle: 45 
Control Type: Pretimed 
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.60 
intersection Signal Delay: 8.9 Intersection LOS: A 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.0% " icOllveTof Service B 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 09 / 12/2001 



> 


> 

mBmm 

< 

K. 

WBRT 

A 

t 

m®-®! 

A 

INBR1 

> 1 

l 


Lane Configurations 





"""" 



4t 

hm| 

ideal i-iow(vpnpi) 

k lyuy 

1900?! 

1900 

1900 1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

W1900 

’1900 

Lane Width (ft) 

12 

12 

>w “T2 

'12 12. 

' 12 

12 

'""12"' 


12 

.T2 

“*"15 

Grade'(%) . 


0% 


0% 

S1S51 

\1V ' 'S ' 

0% 



' 0% 


Storage Length (ft) 

0 


.0 

X*-'X- V^viv'-' .->y^ XX w»^v>v »>»X 

0 0 

..... 0 


0 

0 


......... Q 

Storage Lanes 

0 


0 

0 

0 

• 0 


0 

0 


- m 

Total Lost Time (s) 

30 

3.0 

3.6" 

3.0 3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

30 


™“"i:o : 

■.4o 

Leading Detector (ft) 
Trailing D e ector (ft) . 

SO' 
- 0 

50 

0 


■■Mi 


50 r 

"'0 


50 

.0 

50 

0 


Turning Speed (mph)' 

- 15 


9 

15 - ' 

9 



■VPVZQ : 



Lane Util. Factor. 

' o!§5 

0.95 

0.95 

1.66 ' 1.00 

1:06 s 

1 00 

toot 

" 160 “ 

' 0 : 95 ' 

0.95 

TOO 

Bed Bike Factor 

KliMSli 

0.982 

] YxSV;;: 

Z X . Z'? r 

. s .A-...V.V V/.W. .V.... AV, A../. 

iMini 

7 ' . : ■: 

f&SSi 

r . .ip 

0.9P; 

Plaliil 

W^T-V 

iPvSiMiii 


Fit Protected 

W\ ' "jT'VpjT"! 

0.992 


MnMnni 

w. ^ 


r; ^ ' ' 



0.993 


Satclf Flow (prot) 

0 

0142 

0 

0 0 

0 

0 

"1637“' 

0 

6 

"6^15 

.. .. Q 

Fit Permitted - • 


0.992 

wmmm 





, gFftry?C??r 

0.993 


Said. Flow (perm) 

6 

3142 

6 . 

0 0 

0 

“0 W 1637 

0 

0 

.3115 

0 

Right Turn on Red V" 

H '' 


Yes 

.. Yes 


"Yes 


r 

'Wes 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) ‘ 


24 


,s-X«.v.v/.*.Ww. X«v^.vN< .•••.wJK'Xv .v*v.v 

..V..VX.V.W.W., 






Headway Factor 

Link Speed (m'ph) 

1.14 4 

1.14 

30 

,1.14' 

.. Ciik ;; - 

1.14 1.14 

mmm 

1.14 

1 14 
’ 30 

1.14 

1:14 

1.14 
' 30 

1:14 

Link Distan 1 (ft) 

Travel Time fs) 

MmSm 

1800 

Mi 

40.9 

- — J 

1800 

40.9 

■Jmsi 


1800 

“lyOT 

TT7" ' i 


1800 
' 46.9 

28SI5: 

Volume (vph) 

70 

364 

’ 42 1 

0 0 

’ 0 

0 

134 

' 4 

9T 

543 

ro 

Conf' PedsTpirf 





A.VVK'A«.~.V.-: 


.w.-.iXvX-^XvSWv.. 





Confl. Bikes (#/hr) ! i 

W/'-" 


A '1S33?' 


1 


7':; 

’'t ■?.; 




Peak Hour Facr r 

“ 0.80 

0.87 

0.62 

0.90 0.90 

0.90 

0.90 

0.70 

0.50 

0.95 

'0:96 

0.90 

GrowthFactor. 

109% 

109% 

109% 

109% 109% 109% 

109% 

109% 

109%" 

109% 

"109%'109% 

HeavyVehicles (%) 

“ 0% 

* 1% ‘ 

"'Of 

“ 0 %." 0 % 

0% 

■ 0%. 

.4%“ 

0°/o 

13%' 

2% 

“ 0% 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 

0 

' ‘ 0 

! t: 0 

- mmmmim 

0 

... ,.„ 0 ^-Q' 

■ ' 0 

0 

0 

p 0 

Parkihgl#/hrf' * 








' " " v liw,v 

VAV/.-.-.vN 

«,W.V«AW»W 


Mid-Block Traffic (%) 

"’1 

0% 


0 % 

■"'. "■?' 


0% 


. 

■K)%l 


AcJj:'Flow(vphp 

95 

456 

74 

“ 0 0 

0 

0 

"'206 


104 

^7" 

Q 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 

0 

625 

0 

000 

0 

.218 

0 

IlfP'O: 

721 


Turn Type 

Perm 








Perm 



Protected Phases 


2 





pp:^'T'■ 



1 


Permitted Phases 

‘. 

2 


tv<55^‘v>»Svxv>:-X'>;-x<viv.v::vX<v.vXwX'wi 


" 



1 

*" a "“T 

;«xv4vx.av>; :....•. 

DetectoT'Phas’es 

. 2 

2 





1 


1 

1 


Minimum Initial (s) ' 

4.0 

f!!r 

»»SS5kx>:*vKvS&-S 




4.0 

&ss>&i&~>vZi+s. 


“■'"'“4^6 


Minimum Split ,(s) ’ 

21.0 

210 

' v 7 m ! 1 i 

' ' 


21.0 


21.0 

21.01 


Total Split (s) 

. 25:0 

25.0 

' 0.0 * ”0.0 ‘ 0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

40.0 

0.0 

46:6 

40.6 

6.6 

TotarSpiit <%) 

Yellow Time (s) 

38% 

3 : 0 “ 

738% ; 

0% ’ 

0% 0% 

I|0%' 

0% 

,62% 

' 6:6 

0 % 

62%, 

30 

”62% 

3.0 

/ 0% 

All-Red Time (s) 

2.0 

2.0 


v: : :‘ --r~.■: 

:: 


‘2.0 


2.0“ 

” 2.0 


Lead/Lag 

Lead-Lagpptimize 7 

RecaiiMode”’ 

Lag 

Lag 





Lead 


Lead' 

■“'LmcT' 


Yes 
““ Max 

Yes 
Max. 

. ■■ 

UiA.v.<5SWSrf?iil 


Yes 

Max' 

Yes 

. 

Max 

IfYes'. 

“"Max 


Act Effct Green (s) , 

'\".y v 

22.0 

' 

W'WX~Z 'Tlfpl 



37.0 

r?*Wi 



37.0 


Actuated g it Ratio 


0.34 





0.57 



* 6:5 7 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 


09/12/2001 


< *s t A V I V 



Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 65 

Actuated Cycle Length 65 * .“* 

Offset 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL, Start of Green 
Natural Cycle: 45 

Control Type: Pretimed ~ ~ 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.58 

Intersection Signal Delay: 11.6 ' Intersection LOS: B 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.8% ’' ICU Level of Service B"‘ 


.ICU Level oTServiceT j 


v v. s wvjw; 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

21: Court Street & Franklin Street 


09/12/2001 



> 

> 

SIfflRP 

B 

< 

1 MBL 

t 

A 

TvJBR -1 

V 

1 

V 

Lane Configurations 


4t 


ft* 



4^ 




■ 

Ideal FIqw (vphpl) 

1900 

1900 

1900 

iyuo 

'1800 1900 

1900’ 

1800 1900 

21900 

1900 

“1900 

Lane Width (ft) 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

Grade (%) 


0% 

llllll 





0% 



0% 

’ 'j 

Storage Length (ft) 

0 


0 

6 


0 

0 


6 

6 


0 

Storage Lanes 

' 0 


0 

o 

1— 

0 

0 


0 

0 


"“'-170 

TotarLost Time (s)' 

, - 

3.0 ' 

'3.0 

■ 3:0 

“w 

.. 3 o3o 

3™ 

3.0 

“‘3.0 

' 3.0 

****3!5 

Leading Detector'(ft) 

“ ”50 

— '50 



50 


SS50:s 

' 50 

myK'.yJy'- 

JAW" WWAWA- 



trailing Deteaortft) 

”1) 

6" 



0 



0"~ 





Turning Speed (mph) 
Lane UtiL Factor 

, , . . .. 

0.95 0.95 

9 

1.00 

15 

1.00 

’ <-&VA-A-.'.- - WA ' A . 

0.95 

9 

■XwivwS .’■ AV 

0.95 

15 ■ 
0.95 

-A. A A.- A.'.W ^ 

0.95 

9 

0:95' 

" '15 

1.00 

AWjKBOT- •AXA-.-.w w : y V - -A-- -A 9 

.1.00 1.00 

Ped Bike Factor! 777 


v ; 

ww A S<J' 



A r" 

-y^>-v<~ 



WV^AV—VW^W. 


Frt 



Vs&vm: 

«JSf:v^w.¥Rr-fJW¥« 

"oHr 



0.970 



f&m&vmm 


Fit Protected 

: 

0.998 1 





0.995 


inp 



Satd. Flow (prat) 

0 

2789 0 

0 

2980 

' 0 

0 


0 

0 0 

^"O 

Fit Permitted 

S|§Slii 

10 925 



tv • 


i q 995 ^ T "t 5 7«tri 7 ■* 

.^.-A..,.,., ....A ~ 

■ "1.- 

rz^mm 

Satd. Flow (perm) 

0 

2588 

0 

6 

~2980 

~~ 0 0 

2882 ‘ 

" 0 

0 

..0 

0 

Right Turn on Red 
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 


ggjggl 

P|ps" 


''98 

Wes 

iMmmm 



Yes 


YeS 

Headway Factor 

Link Speed (mph) 

1.14 

• ' ... 

1.14 
^.30 

I. 1 4 

1 14 

"fl.14 

30 

1.14 


1.14 : 
.30 ~ 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 
. 30 

1714 

Link Distance (ft) 
Travel Time (s) 

mmm 

1800 

40.9 


Klilf:;!' ' i 

. 1800 .. .. . 
40.9 


1800 

40:9“ 

T' ' ' -s>®i 

. .4m 

' ' 1800 

- 

Volume (vph) - 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 

: " 7 

24t> 0 

- < mu. ml. . ^ 

365' 

. ..... 

“ T18 " ' 25 

&L4. JS-. ^ ,i 

' 261 69 

SI : 0 


OS 

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) ' 

Peak Hour Factor 0.50 

0.81 

0.90 

~i . 

0.90 

0.86. 

''l;7.'v. : ■: • . 

0.84 

0.50 

WSlMmi 

0.82 

, 

0.75 

0.90 0.90 0.90 

G rowthFactoril i 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 

109% 

0% 

”109% 

" T7%^ 

109% 

0% 

'109% 
“ 0% 

]«SP 

109% 

109%' 

‘aI’ 1 ').v-’ AW .V ‘ .... .‘. 

44% 

7109%pi 

3% 

"10% 

109% 

0% 

109% 
. 0% 

109% 
.0% 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 

0 

.. : 

0 

0 

Mil 

0 


. ° 

9~ 

0 

0 


Parking (#/hr) 

Mio-biocK iranic 

Adj. Flow (vph) 

15 

0% 

^HCH 

0 

i: !» 

0 % 

463 

153: 

54 

0% 

100 

0 ‘ 

' 0% 

. . 0 

. 0 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 

Turn Type ~ Perm 

345 

0 0 

616 

0 

0 

Perm 

501 

0 

0" 

0 

. 0 

Protected Phases 

v ' ' 

2 '7 


>7:7' . : ' 

'll f - 

2 


mm 


T A ' r S^ 


1-v— *-;*£■* 

mMm 

Permitted Phases 

2 





i 





mMmSiii 

Detector Phases 

. 2 

2 

■■■ 

*y.'ymffssest&tft&v 

•••• 

■X}. 

i 

i 


'■ 7 W' : Tr>'- 


Minimum initial (sj 


4.0 



1 4.0 


4.0 

4.0 



, . I'™, a. u. 

Minimum Split (s) 
Total Split (s) 

21.0 

40.0 

40.0 

i ~ 

' 6:o 

0.0 

21 -°i 

40.0 

0.0 

21.0 

"30.6 

21.0 
30.0. 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

Totai Split (%) 

57% 

57%' 

worn 

0% 

57% 

“ 0% 43% 

' 43%?S; 

0% 

0% 

0% 

"0% 

Yellow Time ( s ) ' . 

"3.0 

3:6" 



m '3:o 

3.0 

'3.0 



W«a.»MW*vA 

i>WvW.-.^WAA..vJ 

All-Red Time (s). 

Lead/Clg" * * 

“ 2.0 

2 0 



29 


2.0 

2.0 



'-;-A.AA, AA?AJ^A.W. 

' 'rvil; 

Lag 

"'“ ! Cag 


»«»»«<««*»:« 

Lag' 

Lead 

Lead 




Lead-Lag Optimize? 

' Yes 

Yes 


■ j 

Yes 

-.^j 

Yes 

V 'Y6SI1 


i|p 1 



Recall Mode 

.Max 

Max 



:%»Wt^^5K?J»a^«StSS;%«:VaSSS5 

Max 

Max 

Max “ 




Act Effct Green (s) 


37.0 



37.0 



27.0“ 



' j 

11117; 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

21: Court Street & Franklin Street 


09/12/2001 


> 




> < 

1§BR WP* 5 * 


< ^ t A V i V 


v/c Ratio 

0.25 

0.38 ■ 

0.44 

.~ 

Uniform Delay, dl 

9.0 

8.0 


Delay 

. 9.1 

1 .: .8;2 f? ■' 

14.4 " 

LOS . 

""".'...A 

A 

B. " . 

Approach Delay : 

9.1 


14.4 

Approach LOS 

A 

A 

B 




Area Type: CBD 

CycleLength:70 
Actuated Cycle Length: 70 
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green 

Naturalljycie: 45.... . ........ .. 

Control Type: Pretimed |J£ 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.44 

Intersection Signal Delay: 10.5 intersection LOS: B 

IntersectionCapacity”Citiilization 42.3% “ ICU Level of Service A 


* "*. 
akiJSgiL 


Splits and Phases: 21: Court Street & Franklin Street 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
26: Court Street & Pearl Street 


09/12/2001 


> — 

> < 

- < A t A 

V i V 

BSMaSHlS ilSgila 




Lane Configurations 

Ideaf Flow (vDhDl) 11 1900 r 1900 

«QH90Gni 

4t 

11900111900 I !900 1900 1900 % 

4t^ 

1900 19001900 


LaneT12 

Grade (%) 0% 

Storage Length (ft)...0.' 0 

Storage Lanes 0 0 

Total LdsLTime (s) " '3.0 3:6 3.0 

Leading Detector (ft) ■ " 50 

Trailing Detector (ft) 0 

Turning Speed (mph) 15 “ "9 

•< . . . _ - - * , . _ . , f y 


1 -* fr t2 

■ 0 % . . 0 % 

0 ~..~.0 “.0 "".. 

" T> I 'MT 0 

3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

* S50* 


12 
' 0 


12 
. 0 


12 

0 % 


0.0 


Lane Util. Factor 
Ped Bike Factor 
Frt 

Flf Protected 
Satd. Row (prot) 
Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
Right Turn on Red 
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 


1.00 


0.95 

0.931 


0.95 


0 

15: 
0.95 


50.' 

~ Q . 


Mi: 




3.0 

50“ 

0 


3:0 
50 
. 0 


12 

0 

0 

3.0 


r r pro 


0 .£ 


1.00 


15 

1.00 


. .... 

1.00 1.00 09T 0.9f 0.91 


.y iSj$; •. . «SvK yXi 




■ 


2712 


2712 




206 


I ' Yes . 


■ 


0.986 .■ 

0" “3076 0 0 

0.684 .- ~ — 

0 2134 00 

Yes 

. -fmms, .. ... 


0 0 

“'tSSVM 


Headway Factor 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 


Link' Speed (mph) 

Link Distance (ft) 

Travel Time (s) "" 

Volume (vph) 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 

Confi. Bikes (#/hr) 

Peak Hour Factor 0.90 


. IT'' —' —— wX’X w.. 

0.957 


0.995 .. 

. 0 412 3~ ^ ~ ~ ~ 0 

0.995 

0 4123. 0 

.■ ;.: Y es 

.. —<-.. , _. 

145 

1.14 1.14 1.14 


1800 1800 -/r' 1800 . 

-^q' g'— .. 40 9 

' : 0 1 82 168 1 94 449..- 0 0 0 “ 0 ” 




^ -p- 7ff . T p ' r » 

'0:83"* o.s^ -'o:^ 'b.84 0.90 0.90 


4 M‘ 0.90 



ill 


'73 


0.55 


Growth Factor 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 

."SSj.i.'iy..;;,-'!.'.. : : .'X. _; ■ ■ — ■! : . V! ; . ^ Vl _ .. - - 


Vehicles'(% 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 
Parking (#/hrf" 
Mid-Block Traffic (%) 
Adj. Flow (vph) 

Lane Group Ftow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 

Permitted Phases. 

Detector Phases 
Minimum Initial (s) 
Minimum Split (s) " 
TotalSplit (s) 

Total Split (%) 

Yellow"Time '( 5 )“^""' 
All-Red Time (s) 1 
Leafl!ag'“ 
LeadjLag Optimize? 
Recall Mode 


0 % 

0 


0 

i o 


12% ' 11% 2% 5% 

0 0 0 o 


0 0 . 0. 0 0 : 


0% 

239 206 

0'H 


0.0 


445 

-•3 


; 3 

'"’"CO" 4 

21.0 

34.0 


230 
SHE 

D.P+P 


0% 

583 


813 





- , v - ^••'2 •• '2 ^ •’: 

^ 


. .. . v.v. 


0.0 


3 
2 
4.0 
8.0 
8 . 0 ' 


2 3 


42.0 0.0 0.0 


i— o 0 

Perm 

..—.... .^.. 

....... _ ....... ....... 1 

.*“““. 4.0 

9.0 

0.0 . 0.0 28.0 


TT% 1% 
o; ' o 


306 

503 

1 

" M' 

4':o 

9.0 

28.0 


o:o 


0% 49% .0% 11% 60% 0% 0% 0% 0% 40% 40% : ; “P0% 


3.0 


2.0 




0 ' ■ ..4 q ■ 

Lag 


JE .j 




■ 


Mm 


None 


3.0 370 

’ 2.0 ’20 
Lead Lead 
"Yes "Yes' 
Min. “Min' 


Act Effct Green (s) 

18.3 

. . -v- 

' 23 6 .. .-r;;;-- ..y - " . 

Actuated g/C Ratio 

0.41 


0^53 0.26 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
26: Court Street & Pearl Street 


09/12/2001 


> < 


<■ A t f S \ V 



Area Type: 


Cycle Length: 70 
Abated t;ycretength:it9 
Natural Cycle: 40 

ControlType: Actuated-Uncoordinated 
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.66 
Intersection Signal Delay: 7.1 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 61,3% 


: ' ' -. .- ■; '.■■ ■ v • 




Intersection LOS: A 
ICU Level of Service B 
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URS Corporation 


Traffic Impact Study 


Section 5-3 
ETC + 5 / No Build / AM Peak 


Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


09/12/2001 



> 

- 

> 


- 

V. 


t 


V 

1 

V 



saailll 

SIMM 

WBk 

NBL 


uammm 

Lane Configurations 





4 








Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

' 1900 

1900 

Lane WidtH (ft) 

. 12 

12 

.12. 

’ ;<; "12 


12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

.12. 

.12 

Grade (%) ; " “i“j 


0% 



0% 

. /. 


0% 

x-rr:?*':"/” r 


7 0%‘“ 


^orageTS^iT(ff 

0 


0 

... ^ 


0 

0 


. Q ., 

0 


"o 

Storage Lanes : 

Total LdsTTimetsf"^ 

0 

3.0 

3.0 

....... 

3.0' 

0 

3.0 

3.0 

~r.rr*«Q .0 

3.0 * 3.0 

illilSi 

3.0 

0 

3.0 

0 

3.0 

Y7\0 

Leading Detector (ft) 


"50 


50 

50 


•ST'l'T’’ y* 

77SIS m 


■' 50 

50 


Trailingbetect6r(ft) 


.0 


0 

0 




0 

0 


Turning Speed (mph) 

15 

!'■ 77777 : 

9 

15 


9 

mmm 

111111111 

9 

15 

««*■, ■’yTMYTJk 

9 

Lane Util. Factor ^ 

100“ 

LOO” 

" 1,‘dtj“* 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 ' 

1.00 

1:66 

ttr 

6.95 

0.95 

*6J5 

Ped Bike Factor 


iipgr 




jjjj; 



lilllSl 




Frt 


0.907 






JsHlilaiisi 



0.952 


Fit,Protected 



• ,...... 

: : 7 : : :'7>7t7c, 

0.991 





0.998 


Satd. Flow (prot) ’ 

0 

1512 

0 

0 

1675 

0 

0 

— 


0 

”3067 

” 0 

Fit Permitted 

Satd. Flow (peimf 

■* 


MSMZMZ 


0.782 





0.998 


0 

1512 

..... Q 

0 

1322 

0 

6 

0 

0 

0 

3067 

0 




Right Turn on Red » " 
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 
Headway Factor 
Link Speed (mph) 

Link Distance (ft) 

T ravel Timeiir^ 
Volume (vph) 

Confl. Peds! (#/hr) 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 

Peak HdurFactor 
Growth Factor 
hfeavy Vehicles (%) 
BtMBlockages (#/hr) 
Parking (#/hrf 
Mid-Block Traffic (%} 
Mi- Flow (vpHf 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 

Permitted Phases . 

Detector Phases 
Mini mum I n iti a i (sf 
Minimum Split ($)|g 
Total Split (sj 
Total Spirt (%) ^ 

Yellow Time (s) 

All-Red Time (s) 
Lead/Lag 

Lead-Lag Optimize? 
RecaiiMdde 
Act Effct Green (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 


.-yes-- 

210 


Yes 


Yes 


Iffes 


1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 


1.14 


30 
1800 
l!o:gr 


30 
1800 
40.9 


30 
1800 
40.9 


0 66 184 86 484 ‘ 0 0 0 0 16 


148 
T.T4 

1800 

: •_••••* - •••<-.••••' 

40.9 

"\3551 "T66 




0.25 0.75 0.94 0.67 0.88 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.67 


0 % 

0 


~ ”0 - 


" ■■ 

0.89 

118% 




0.83 


0 104 

O 335 

2 


1 % ” 2 % 

' 1%.0% 

.6% 

6% 

0 % 

i% 

Wo 

0 0 

0 Ti^'o™ 

. 0 0 

0 


0 



S : fc.,.™., Si, 



^isS3SU«S!fcS£ 



0 % 

. 0 % 

.. ~: 

0 0 

pm 

nw 

0% 

■ x ' - 

231 151 * 

649' ' O' 

idj 1f 

2 g 

..471' 

236 

0 0 

800 0 

IT 0 0 

0 

. Q 

735 

^17 \ 0 

Perm 




Perm 




2 

- vix .. s 

... 

tWM 

sSiO 

1 

1 

|l|p$r "% 


■ ; ..■. 2 ■. 

2" 2 


1 


.. 4.0 .' 

. 4 ; 0 . 



4.0 

20.0 ;", 

20.0 20.0 

y^.,, T-mmmm 

8.0 

778.0 

0.0 . 35.0 

0.0 tS*t 35!0 

0 . 0 '.”w“ “““^OCo”''” 

0:0 35.0 * 

" 35 . 0 ' 6.0 

0 % 50 %. 

0%- 50% 50% 

0 % 0 % 0 %' : 

0% ' 50% 

50% 0% 

.". . 3:5 . 

s .3.5.3.5 


..— ^ 5 - 

g 5 

0.5 

0.5 "0.5 

' ' T s / 

05 

0.5 - 

Lag “ 

Lag tag”'" 


Lead 

‘ 4 '6ead' r "” ! .. 

^ r 

. '. . i.U- .. i&fflSW&iifi ;.w: v A-. 

Yes Yes 

: 7**"'.'I w: ‘ : ’■-■■'■ 7!■' 

'Yes'": 

Yes 

Max 

Max Max 


Max 

Max 

32.p 

; ; ■ • •: v>; yifej • wf ^ ' v 

' . ‘ A>l^ 

732.0 

.. r> AC 

v ;*w«,v CsW'.•>.$x&X-Xx 


32.0 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


09/12/2001 


> 


> < 


< ^ t A V \ V 




R WBL WBT WBR N1 

3L'“ NBT NBR SBL SBT 

v/c Ratio 

Uniform Delay, d l 

0.42 

-4.3 

1.32 
.19.0 

0.50 

.- "o73 

Delay 

4.9 

143.4 

10.6 

LOS ' ~ w 

A 


B 

Approach Delay 

a 4.9 

.c 143.4 

■. ’10.6 


mKT 1 1 - - 




Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 70 .;. . . n 

Actuated Cycle Length: 70 .“ .. 

Offset: 8 (11%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green 
Natural Cycle: 45 

Control Type: Pretimed “3^0? T._ T’ 

K/iaxlmiim v/c Ratio: 1.32‘ 

Intersection Signal Delay: 66.4 Intersection LOS: E 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 102.9% “ “ " . ICU Level of Service F. 




Splits and Phases: 11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


4 *' bi 

a2 

35s /■-'yfr:. | | 

35 s ♦ **? 1 :. 8 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

6: E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 


09/12/2001 


> 




< ^ t A V \ V 


Lane Configurations 
ideal Flow (vphpl) 5 igoo 
Lane V^idtH (ft) 

Grade (%) 

Storage Length (ft) 

Storage Lanes'”" ^ 

Total Lost Time (s) 

Leading Detec|o'ri(ft} 

Trailing Detector (ft) 


4* 

1900 1900 


1900 1900 

'ow'n " ■ 

.. ... 

0 



0:988 


0(990 

0 


TumingSpeed (mph) 15 
Lane Util. Factor 
PedBikeiFactorMr 
Frt 

Fit Protected ' 

Satd. Flow (prot) 

Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 

Right Turn on Red 
Satd." Flow (RTOR)'"' 

Headway Factor 
Link Speed (mph) 

Link Distance (ft) 

Travel Time (s) 

Volume (vph) 

Corifir Peds. (#/hr)' 

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 

Peak Hour Factor 
Growth Factor 



0 . 

3.0 3.0 

50 “ 50 ” 

o .0 


i:oo 


• • Q A C 

V Iv , 

.. . .. ~wJx 

1.00 1.00 1.00 


■ 

, ... . . X _ 


Too Too 

'm$MB 


1605 
0.893 
1448 

;; YeS 

10 


1.14 



0:984 

0.994 

1553 

0.964 

1506 


0 


Yes 


m 


Yes 


1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14.1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 

........ -v :..w. » , . • - ,,, AV --.-.-.-.'.V.... .Lv.V:* v^i.;. ;...A,/.V.s. .: 


18 


30' 
1800 

' “ 40:9 . 

103 


30 

|F"" \ 1800 

■*" ^ ' 

SK 33 92:71571 



30 
40°9 

21 "FI 


0.45' 078 0.31 0.83 0.79“ 0.68 '0.80" 

118% 118% 118% 118% il 8%:i 18% 118% Ilf 

0% 6% 0% 0% 4% 4% 50% 13% 


0.63 0.25 

118% 118% 
' 20 % ! " 0 % 


Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Parking (#/lir) """"".* .“. . .. “ ’ ''. . . .. ^ . 


"""T 

2 

4.0 


Mid-Block Traffic (%) ~. 

Adj. Flow (vph) 47 

Lane Group Flow (vph) ” 0 

, ,</.<v ...... ...■•■ ... ....v-w. 

Turn Type Perm 

Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Detector Phases 
Minimum Initial (s) 

Minimum Split (s) 

Total Split (s) 

Total Split (%) " 

Yellow Time (s) 

All-Redjime (s| _ * 2.0 

Lead/Lag . Lag 

Lead-Lag Optimize? ~ “Yes 
Recall Mode Max 

Act Effct Green (s) 

Actuated g/C Ratio 


iMpS 

156 

wmmm 


.• 0 %. 




19 


47 137123 24 


mm 
. .. 


2 

4.0 


21.0 2T0 




3o;o 

“49% 

3.0 


30.0 

49 %: 

"3.0 


"SL: 


0 :. 0 

Perm 


" 2 
2 

"4.0" 

21 °: 

30.0 


307 “ 0 0 

,. . ... v . . . ....... ........ ■ w..;;;..-, :.. 

Perm 

2..','F'T 

1 1 

1 

4 “g ..4 0 

2m 


0.0 

0% 49% '49% 

3.0 


21.0 

30.0 0.0 31.0 


Lag 

“Yes 

Max 

27.0 

” 0:44 


j 2.0 


Lag 

Yes 

Max 




3.0 

2.0 

Lag 

Yes 

Max 

27.0 

0.44 


0% 51% 

. 3.0 





.0 2.0 
Lead Lead 
Yes Yes 
Max Max 

“ m 28:0 
.. 0 . 4 I 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

6: E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 


09/12/2001 




< t r v 






W/aWlTO ' * ! ; . w .\ 

0.34 

0.45 

0.57 ■ 

0.06 

Uniform Delay, dl 

10.6 

8.8 

' IT.7 

8.1 

Delay 

11.1 

ppp j < :i9»3 - ' 

12.5 

86 

LOS 

Approach Delay 

“. B . 

11.1 ' 

A 

' 9.3 

“ " B 

“ * 12.5 ' 

.... "A .. 

8.6 

Approach LOS 

B 

A' 

B 

A 


imimi 


Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length. 61.~ r ~ ~~ "" ' : 

Actuated Cycle Length: 61 

Offset:'20 (33%j;: Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green 
Natural Cycle: 45 ~ 

Control Type: Pretimed 
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.57 

Intersection Signal Delay: 11.0 Intersection LOS: B 

lirrterseclrah Capacity btilization 72^% ' “ ICU Level of Service C * 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 


09/12/2001 




> -► > 

~EBL' "‘"EBT “EBR 


<■ 


< ^ t A V I V 


fW 


Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

Lane Width (ft) 

Grade (%) . 

Storage Length (ft) 

Storage Lanes 
Total Lost Time (s) 

Leading Detector (ft) 

Trailing Detector (ft) 

Turning Speed (mph) 15 

Lane Utii. Factor ‘ '. 1.00 0795 

Ped Bike;F§ctor, 

Frt. 

Fit Protected " " 'pi 
Satd. Flow (prot) 

Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 

Right Turn dn Red ^ 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 

Headway Factor 
Link Speed (mph) 

Link Distance (ft) 

Travel Time (s) 

Volume (vph) 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 

Cohft. Bikes (#/hr)> 

Peak Hour Factor 


Bus Blockages (#/hr) q 0 

Parking (#/hr) 

Mid-Bloc* Traffic (%) 

Ad], Flow (vph) 






4t 




4tf 

1900 

1900 

' '12 ’ 

1900 

1900 

12 

‘1900 1900 ■ 

1900 1900 

.?2. 12. 

1900 

T? 

1900 

; “T2‘ 

1900 

“’" ,irt i'2 


0% 



y y'-'y^wy-. 

~ ‘ 0%” 


tt ' ' 

0 % 

0 


0 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 


0 

0 . . 0 

...: .s 

0 

0 

0 

.»■•• . 

3.0 

3:0 ■ 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 3.0 

3.0 3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

3.6 


50 

-- 

iHfltfllllP 

' "50 


■ 



50 


. 

0.953 


0 2741 
0.“2741 


.9 15 ' .- 9 15 ; 

0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 100 


mm 


mmm 

0 


0.990 ' 

vwTxSbS&xl Wx.'■'•v.Swt ✓ ✓•* 

0 3191 0 

' 0.990 

0 319-j^ - ^ ^ 

M __ v 'Yes 


' 0 0 

. .... ...— . . 


f 

900 

a ‘12 

W&W 

0 

T-1 

370 


0 

9 .' ‘15. 9 

1.00 ' 0^91 ““0.91“' 1.00 

7 | 7 -- 7 -v : .'7 ' . 7 ; 7 7 ‘ 

. 0.850 

. 0.999 

“■‘0 0 4617 1439 

'• ' '* 0.999 

0 0 4617 “1439 

Yes Yes 

92 


.'• : 7:.:I. 1 - 14 ; ^ 

1.14 1.14 1.14 114 1.14 

“H4J 

114 

1.14 

1.14 1.14 

30 

^ .. 30. 

“““16 



30 ... 

1800 

~ 1800 

1800 



1800 

4079 

. 4 679. 

40.9 



40.9. 

0 ' 126 

" 35 ‘ 75 357 : ' -0 .0 

0 

0 

42 

2723 '518 

sr;' s ; ^ 

/ 7 / .. A . 7 .:. . ,, „. , 77 . • , 





0.25 0.81 

0.49 0.72 0.85 0.25 0.25 

025 

0.25 

0.75 

0.88 0.88 

118% 118% 
0% 2% 

118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 

.... • ......... 

37% 0% 1% 0% 0% 


^0% 

1.WA ,11870 1187o 
2% 1% 1% 


0 % 

' 0 184“ 


. 0 o . 0 o 


Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 


84 

0 


mm 

0% 

0 


mm 


0 


O ■ 0 * - 0 


m 


“123“ “496 0. “ 0 

o o o ; 

Perm 

4 ■■■■>-' 

2 2 


m . 0%.T-v; 

66 3651“ "695 
0 0 3717 695 

Split Prot 

7 /-. 7 111 

«SflW&w»v.. .v. : . .. .vXX/.->. < .,^ »x.x 


Minimum initial (sf 

vr’T&L, 

4.0 

4.0 

4.0 




4.0 

"74:6' 

"4:6 

Minimum Split (s) 

Total Split (s) 

(S) 

21.0 . 777 

23.0 “ 0:0 

210 

28:0 

210111 

.. .. ■ . . , 

23.0 

• _ - - - ■ ■' 

0.0 0.0 

o.O 

0.0 

-1 - 

52.0 

210 . 

52.0 

"210 

52.0 

Total Split (%) 

0% 31% 0% 

7 3i%: 

^. 

" 0 % 0 % " 

U% U7o 

69% 

69%.. 

jgpft 

Yellow Time (s) 


3.0 

3.0 

3.0 




3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

All-Red Time (s) 


2.0 

2.0 

:V.'^XvXvX».V.V>>^ 

„.?,0 1 

“vtmsxmmxm 

"i 


Wmim 

2:0 . 

2.0 

72.0 


Lead-Lag Optimise'? 
Recall Mode 
Act Effct Green (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 


Yes Yes Yes 

. .v»«w .. - . 

Max Max Max 

20.0 ” '■■■' 20.0 
0.27 0.27 


. ••••••• •. • • 


Yes 

Max 


**•*«>: 
M \ 


Yes Yes 
Max “Max 
49:0 49 0 

0.65 0.65 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 


09/12/2001 


> 

- 

> 



t A 

V 

l 

V 


. 




[BBiliN, BB.iliS 

Hi 

S8T 

1SBR 

v/c Ratio V 

0.37 


0.73 

. § , y 



1.23 

0.72 

Uniform Delay, dl 

22.3 


. 25.0. 




13.0 

7.1 

Delay ; " ■■'•"yvv'' 

22.7 

:'5 

r • ' 25.5 




f 109.1 ; 

" 7.9 

LOS*^ 

^ 'C 


.*.‘ ' "“"C'' 





A 

Approach Delay 

22.7 

; ' 7 1 

* '25.5 

■ ;■ y :x±T : 



' 93.2 


Approach LOS 
fh^re’eaid^h'SQmmary 

..C 


.^ i:. 

. ^ . ^ .... 

.F. 

Area Type: CBD 









Cycle Length: 75 ’ 

ACTuateci Gy cle Length: 75 


-.' vi 


'•. ~~~ —- 






Offset: 20 (27%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green 
Natural Cycle: 140 
Control Type- Pretimed 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 1 23 .*......... 

intersection Signal Delay: 81.7 >■ y.. 1 Intersection LOS: F 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 117.7% " ICU Level of Service G 


Splits and Phases: 2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 


09/12/2001 


tane Group 


> - v 

1EBL 'EBT E8^l 


< 


< \ t V 


Lane Configurations 


4+ 



tfc 



4ttt» 

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

Lane Width (ft) 

7 1900 
12 

1900 

12 

I960 

iiifgoo 

8fe if 

1900 

’ t V 

1900 

^ 1i~' v 

1900 

12 

’ 1900; 

'"""“If 

Grade (%) 

* ■ **■ . 

0% 

.... 


0% 

X 


0% 

Storage Length (ft) 

0 


0 

0 


0 

6 


Storage Lanes 

0 


0 

0 


wmm 

: 0 


Total Lost Time (s) 

3.0 

3.0 

. 3.0 

To 

fo" 

. 3:0 .. 

"3.0 

"""3.0 

Leading Detector (ft) 

50 

50| 


" WffiM 

50 


7.50' 

50 

Trailing Detector (ft) 

0 

0 



0 ~ 


.6 

6 

Turning Speed (mph) 

15 

' "'•■Vw 

9 

15 


9 15 


Lane Util. Factor 

0.95 

0 95 

TOO 

f.00 

0.95 ' 

OTPS 

0:66 


Ped Bike Factor 

Frf ^. ' 




'BmmM 

mmmm 

0.995 


§ Bf 

Fit Protected 


0.975 

-; X V . 



mmmm 

MS 

0/991 

Satd. Flow (prat) 

0 

2979 

0 

® T 

"3055 . 

0 

x 0 

5537 

Fit Permitted 

Satd. Flow (perm) 

0 

0.715 

2184 

0 

lIMi 

0 

3055 

.0 

0 

0.991 

5537 


12 ' 


12 W 

.. ~ 0% - 

•o ,,v ““"o‘“" i ‘*"" 

0 ’~ 0 

3.0 3:o '3.0 1 

•ft -W: »*(<SS!9$f98S83S* 

• ' 'j'* £• " - >'l 

■MSBMi 


0 0 0 


Mi 


Right Turn on Red 
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 
Headway Factor 
Link Speed (mph) 

Link Distance (ft) 
Travel Time (s) 
Volume (vph) 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Growth Factor 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 
Parking (#/hrf' 
Mid-Block Traffic (%) 
Adj. Mow (vpn) 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Perfnitteci'Phases 
Detector Phases 
Minimum lnrtial (sj' 
Minimum Split (s) 

Total Split (s) 

Total Split”(%) 

Yellow Time (s) 

All-Red Time (s) 
Lead/Lag 

Lead-Lag Optimize? 
Recall Mode 
Act Effct Green (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 


0 

Yes 


0 


1.14 1.14 

30 

1800 

40.9 


YeS YeS _ 

4 48 

1.14 1.14 ” 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 '1.14 

30 30 30 

m 1800 1800 1800 

40.9 40.9 ^40.9 


p900 

■ns 

S8II 


0 

3.0 

9 

1.00 


■ 0 
0 

Yes 

t:i4 


73 80 0 0 194 5 270 1398 128 0 0 

... ... .. 

0.79 0.91 0.74 0.25 0.82 0.63 0.75 0.91 0.74 0.25 6.25 

118% 118% T18% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 


0 


0% 13% 


0% 


0% 6% 0% 3°/c 


5% 0% 0%" 


0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 


0 % 

! 109 " 104 
0 213 

Perm 

-2 ■ 

2 

2 2 

4.0 .4.0 

20.0 20.0 
27.0 ' 27.0 
36%"7 36% 
ll 3 .5 

TIPS 0.5 

Lag Lag 

Yes Yes 
Max Max 
' 24.0 

.0.32 ' 


' • ■ '' ‘~' o% ~™ ■ • r■ ■ o% ”: ■■' o% 

0 0 279 9 425 1813.204 0 0 

0 0 288 0 0 2442 0 0 0 

Split .. 


6.25 
118% 
"0% 
0 


0 

0 


• “ 20.0 ' 21.0 



27.0 


... 

0.0 48.0 


'9* »* °* 

3.5 


0.0 0.0 
0 % ' 0 % 


0.0 

;o% 


0.6 

o% 





illtl 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 


09/12/2001 


> s 


< A t A V i V 



Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 75 ..K:.ii?. . 

/\;v.v.viw:*&J&fo^}/A<^'Kw«c£SS#2w,wSisftw.v.wWY4<S&'>*w&<';$fc*>>;:vvA*. X'/w.ixs v/,>^vv,Xv.v, ,./^v.vAvv<^wvv/^.>w^-.sv<vv%wv«Vcsw^v^vk.<-: 

Actuated Cycle Length: 75 

Offset: 48 (64%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green ~ " 

Natural Cycle: 50 

Control Type: Pretimed " ^ . '"■' / '" 7 . ; ”' ' ,:r 

'j^iximum'v^c'R'Mioclj./sr'’ '* . .. . . 

Intersection Signal Delay: 12.1 ' ' ™ “ Intersectran LOS: B ■ 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.8% ....ICU Level of Service B. ~ 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 


46: Scott Street & Washington Street 


09/12/2001 

> — > s < A 

t A 

V i V 

Lane Group EBL EBT 

1 NBK ; 

Wl^T--SBi 




Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 

Lane Width (ft) 12 

Grade (%)” mm & 

Storage Length (ft) 0 

Storage Lanes ' 0 

Total Lost Time (s) 

Leading Detector jffflgg : 
Trailing Detector (ft) 

Turning Speed (mph) 
LaneUtilJPactor™ 

Ped Bike Factor 

Fit . * ! *‘~ ■”***■ .. 

Fit Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 

Fit Permitted IMT ~ 

Satd. Flow (perm) 

Right Turn on Red 
Satd. Flow (RTOR)~~" 
Headway Factor 
Link Speed (mph) 

Link Distance (ft) 

Travel Time (s) 

Volume {vph) 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 

Peak Hour Factor 
Growth Factor " 118% 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 

Parking (#/hr) 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 

Adj. Flow (vph) " ' ’ 19 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 
Turn Type Perm 

Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 2 

Detector Phases ~ 2 

Minimum Initial (s)' 4.0 

Minimum Split (s) 21 JO 

Total Split (s) ' ™ 25 JO 


1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 ~ 1900 1900 1900 

V.-.V.-.- . . . .V. : ' V.. . - _ .r. ... "-.VavW V.V^V ' '' .UV. . W ^v. ' . ' 

12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 

0 % ■ .. 0 %. 0 %. . 

^ 0. 0... 0 0. ? ' r'0 : ' 0 

0 q , .. q : q ■ -r q q 


1900?;1900 

^r"i2 

0 % 

10 



3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

''3.0 



3.0 

'O.o 


3.0 

3.0 


50 

msmm 

50 

50 


J50 

50 


50 

50 

........,. v , ^ 


0 

».a©Sss* XXOm 

0 

0 


s ^tf 5 

"T 


“T 

"'”™""O 1 """ 


15 


9 

15 

wM' 

9 

15 



■.15 



“KBT 

0.95 

' 0:95 ' 

0.95 0.95 

”0.95 

” 0.95 

0.95 


0:95 

0.95 

0.95 

■;v m -- 



v?r. 

"TT 





:y. 



0.933 



0.937 


mk&md 

0:981™ 



0.988 



0.989 

mmm9 

0.987 



0.991 



0.991 


“0 

2753'“ 

0 

‘ 0 

2683 

0 



“If" 


mr 

“ 0 

• .--i 

0.902;; 

‘SBpF’ 

: ]S§i 

0.887 


..._ W . ....... 

0.887 



0.886 


0 

Uti 

0 

0 

2411 

0" 

0 

2337 

0 1 

0 

H86 

.0 


Yes 

38 152 

Yes ._ 

MMMm 

14 

Yes 



J'^es 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 1.14 

|0PP 

HIP 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 1.14 

:xi4 


'30 ' 



30 



'80® 



30 


1800 



1800 


:. m 

1800 

g||| ijjiilll 

li: 

1800 

1 


40.9 



40.9 



40.9 



40.9 


15 

^38159^ 

17 

20 

21 

27 

... 

' 13 


8 49 

225 27 

pilp! 


i 



W:Mm 


T'"' 


siawww 


?rtf 

0.94 

0.63 

0.53 

0.71 

0.66 

0.61 

^^1 

0.95 

0.67 

0.77 

0.89 

0.96 


"118% 118% 118%. 118% 118% 118% 


27% 


0% 5% 14% 


5% 38% 


118% 118% 
.16% 25% 


118% 118% 


0 0 


■K.'- u 


o o.•.0 0 


8 % 

0 


' 6 % 
0 


118% 

0 % 


0% 

28 


"r ■ 0% 

33 38 

5? 

fliP 

19 

0% 

76 

14 

75 

, ; 0% < 

298 33 

85 


0 123 

0 

IT V L 

109 

0” 

0 

406 0 

%8&Xii*SS» 


Perm 


Perm 

iw*ys'S5»«.X«v: W-Xv< 


Perm 

AS'. 


Total Split (%) 42% 

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 

All-Red Time (s) 

Lead/Lag 

Lead-Lag Optimize? 

Recall Mode 
Act Effct Green (s) 

Actuated g/C Ratio 


| 2 
4.0 
,21 JO 
25.0 
42% 
3.0' 
2.0 2.0 
Tag Lag 
Yesj; 

None 
•'S12.3 
' '0.24 


Xii 


0.0 

JJOS 



21.0 21.0 
25.0 25.0 


1 

4.0 


27.0 27.0 

... 

35.0 





Lag 


Yes 

None 


Yes Yes 
None None 
12.3 
.0.24 


58% 58% 

.3.0 3.0 

2.0 2.0 

Lead Lead. 

Yes Yes 

Min .Min 

. 29.6 r 

.0.61 




35.0 

58% 

; 3.6“ 
2.0 
Lead 
Yes 
Min. 


.0.0 

■ 58F 311I 

" 3 0 
”20 
Lead 
Yes 

Min ' 

29.6'^ ' 

&J51 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

46: Scott Street & Washington Street 09 / 12/2001 






t 

A V 

* 

V 


EBL LB 1 t 

v 



HtJK StJL. .J 

SBlIt 


v/c Ratio 

Uniform 6eiayTdT 

0.13 

7.4 


0.20 

7.9 

0.08 

"2.8'“ 

0.25 

3.3 

.. 

Delay ^. 

4.5. "1 


4.5 - 

iS^PI 


• 3:8 


ES§“~ *" 

.: "a ' 

i,v„wv«.<. - v 

~A .X”"' 


"“'A 1 *** 


Approach Delay 

v ' r: '' ^ 


. 4.5 

3.5 


3.8 


Approach LOS 

A 


I 

A 


A 



Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 60 
Actuated'CycIe Length: "48.5 
Natural Cycle: 50 
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoora 
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.25 
Intersection Signal Delay. 4.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 26:9% 


IP pu 


“Iritersertiori LOS: I 
ICU Level of Service A ? 2 


<■ vW-v&C <&•. • 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
43: Perry Street & Washington Street 


10/18/2001 


> 






Lane Configurations ^ 

Sign Control”' I Stop Stop" 

Volume (veh/h)' . 17 6 5 161 166 8 

PeakiHour Factor '0.61 0.75 0.25 0.88 0.85 1.00 ■ ^ 

Hourly flow rate (veh/h) 33 9 24 216 230 9 



Volume Total (vph) 
Volume Left (vph) 
Volume Right (vph) 

Hadj (s) 

Departure Headway (s) 
Degree Utilization, x 
Capacity (veh/h) 
ContrdTDelay fs) 1 |§J§ 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 10 



wmmTvj 

. x; iT—¥ 

o.7 ' -0.2.o.5 

5 % ."&d. 5.7 .4.8. 

0.03 ' 0.31 0.36 0.01 

482 .' 581 ' 625 " 730 

7.8 ' 9.0 10.7 6.7 

..." .. ' . . . . •• . v .. ..... ... . .. . 


¥6 

.:........ , ........ • ....... .... . - .... ...... ... . . . ••• .,v. ..... .. ... - , . . . > 

HCM Level ofService A 

Intersection Capacity Utilization ~ 29.4% " ' ICU Level of Service ~ A 

r w.s,,.w., ' ..v;v..v,. . ..-.. .. ... ___ - . . ^ ....... ... . , w~.. .- , x. 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 


09/12/2001 


> 


> ^ 


< t A V l V 


Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Lane Width (ft) 

Grade (%) ' * 

Storage Length (ft) 
Storage Lanes 
Total Lost Time (s) 
Leading Detector (ft) 
Trailing Detector (ft)" 
Turning Speed (mph) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Red Bike Factor 

Fit Protected 

Satd7Flbw (protf". 

Fit Permitted 
Said. Flow (perm) 
Right Turn on Red 
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 


'It* ’it* *it» 

1900 1900 19001 1900 1900: 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 




12 


II': 


12 12 ‘ 12 12 12 .12 12 

0% . ... 0% ' " 0% 


12 12 


' 50 
0 

15 

ob" 


0 ' 

.... ^ ......................... 

0 

mmmmm 

|i||gl| 

0 

i 


3.0 

3.0 3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

'30 

3.0 ' 

3.0 

• •s.viiv.^dij^'iviv.v r>. 

3.0 

■M 

sSaivSfe. 

7 50 50 

o n 

ML 

50 

0 

50 

o. 


‘ 50'~ 

50 

n.. 

m 9 ~ 15 1. 9 

-W„,. ...... . . 

15 


9 


1.00 

1.00 1.00 

1.00 

1700 

1.00 

Too 

1.00 

1.00 


12 12 
o% i m 

.. o 

mm 

3.0 




. . . - ..... 


07905 


0.910 


0.993 


“0.983 


; . .0.950 . .0.950 :. 0.950 ' ■ 


1710 1359 01221 1473 

Si;''".-.: 0.732 

1710 1359 


0 1593 1641 


0 1464 1544 


0 


..0616 '' '" 0 309 : 

941 1473 0 1033 1641 0 476 1544 0 

7.. .•.Yes . .Yes . Yes .“. : 7 'Yes 


24 


144 


Headway Factor 

1.14 1.14 114 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 ' 

M is ... . . is .VS'Xs'IxIvi'is XSs’’ ^ . >:^ss ^.s*^>isss7v7x7'..v s H iw,.i Xil-i. vivV 

1.14 1.14 1.14 

1.14 1.14 

Link Speed (mph) 

30 30 

to 

"30. 


Link Distance (ft) 1800 

Travel Time (s)...~ .4079 

Volume (vph) 

Confl. Peels/*(#/h'r) 

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) " 

Peak Hour Factor “ 0.'25 * ~0.670745 

Growth Factor 118% 118% 118% 

Heavy Vehicles (%). Wo ' "lOi' ' 22% 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 

Parking (#/hr) “ “ ~ 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 


■■•—w.T^^onn-s' V ~ 1«nn 1ft Of 

. l0UU /■ _> .. ,ouu ., , . .. .. . ,olA 


40.9 


40.9 


0 8 : . g 12 •: 83.164 - 90 373 ' 15 47 129 10 


m 




0.75.“0767 0.87 0787 0.81.Will 

118%' 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 

33% 2% 8% 2% 3% 13% 11% iff 0% 


Adj. Flow (vph) 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Plnases 
Detector Phases 1 
Minimum Initial (s) 
Minimum Split (s) 

Total Split (s) 

Total Split (%} i 1 
Yellow Time (s) 

All-Red Time (s) 
Lead/Lag 

Lead-Lag Optimize? 
Recall Mode 
Act Effct Green (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 


0 

0 

Perm 


0% 

14 

'38 

2 


0 

0 

0 

OaMM 

tq "■-Q';: 


0 

■1 :7s. 


VSV*Ks.< S S'.WS\i.,AVM 




. is & Jt&i 



'•'"Vt 

0% 


0% 


' . 0% 


24 ' 

19 

146 ! 

222 " 122 

543 

:i 28 

71 183 

24 

0 

19 

368 

o 122 

571 

0 

71 207 

gj§ 

"Perm 

svs^c->XviCs«?iSS.s;ife< 

Perm 



Perm 



... 

■ “ 


1 


1 

■ 


2 



2 

.... 2 

1 

1 ■ 

IPppl; 


1 

VAS^'V.'-A 

BS-il 

..4.0 

4.0 


4.0 

4.0 

4.0 

40 


“ 40 

4.0 


21.0 

210 

v 

21.0 

21.0 

9.0 

'9.0 

WSTssWis 

9.0 

9.0 



25.0 

0.0 

I5.o 

25.0 0.0 

35.0 

35.0 

O.o ’ 

35.0 

350. 

of 

42% 

42% 

0%l 

42% 

42% .0% 

58% 

58% 

0% 

' 

58% 7 

58% 7 

0% 

’ "30 

3.0 


3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

. 3.0 


3.0 

! ' 30 


... 20 

2.0 


,r 20 | 

■ 20."'71'': 

2.0 

2.0 


2.0 

2.0 


Lag" 

Lag 

ii-iis 

Lag 

■is<.. .. a ' ... a ........ - ^—. . - .s . -s . . 

Lag Lead 

Lead 


Lead 

Lead" 

iisi'isv*JjliSxS 

Yes 

Yes 


Yes 

Yes.. :. i 

Yes 

Yes 


“Yes I 

Yes 


.Max 

Max 

sssstfutfSfc asm 

V.-x< :.,..v.w. 

Max 

Max 

Max ” 

Max 


Max 

Max “ 

.AV{AV.i«W. 


22.0 


220 

220 

32.0 

32.0 


32.0 ■ 

32.0 



0.37 


0.37 

..0.37 . 

'0.53 

0.53 


“0753 

0.53 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 


09/12/2001 


> f — < A t 

NBL ~N| 



HUME 






0.07 0.06 

: 0.58 : 

0.22 

0.65 

0.28 

0.25 

1 '4.5 .12.3 

8.8 

“fir 

9.8 * 

“ '' 7T 

6.8 * '' 

- 75 124 

9:5 

7:8 i 

10.5 

8.7 

* “' A 

7.1 

: a “TsT 

' A 

A 


““A ' 

7.5 

9.7 

>•." > *v 

10.1 


A 

A 

B 


A 


v/c Ratio 

Uniform Delay, dl 

Delay ' y : :: 

— — — - . .a.v, .. - w - . .*.• ..... 

LOS 

Approach Defay 
Ipproacftof 


Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 60 

Actuated Cycle Length: 60..."""*........~.. 

Offset: 8 (13%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB. Start of Green ' 

Natural Cycle: 50 .....~ . 


Control Type: Pretimed . ; ' ' "Z. 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.65 

Intersection Signal Delay: 9.4 T intersection LOS: A ' ~. 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.7% ICU Level of Service C 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 


09/12/2001 



> 

— 

> 


- 

V 


t 


V 

1 

V 

Lane G-oup 

EBC 

EBT 



1WBRI 

||NBL No 1 N»KS 

m 

SBT 


Lane Configurations 




1900 

1900 

11900 

1900 


1900 

1900 

4t 

1900 

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

Lane Width (ft) 

12 


"12 

12 

“*12 

“rr 

"12 ' 

. 12 " 


12 

.12 

.12 

Grade (%) •“ 


0% T 



0% 


*** s *T 

0% 


, •' 

0% 

& ■■■ 

Storage Length (ft) 

0 


b 

0 


0 

0 


6 

0 


6 

Storage L nes 

Total Lost Time (s) 

0 

3.0 

3.0 

0 

.3.0 

' o ! 

3.0 

jEB "7 0 ' 

3.0 3.0 

0 

3.6 

.3.0 

0 0 
3.0 3.0 

" 3.0 “ 

' 0 

" “ 3:0 

Leading Detector (ft) 

50 

50 


HIS 

1H1 

■ ,' v • \ •••: 

50 

\ ■ . 

50 

50 


Trailing Detector (ft) 

0 

0 






0 


0 

0 


Turning Speed (mph) 
Lane Util. Factor 

15 

0.95 

0.95 

9 

"0.95' 

15 

T.OO 100 

9 

1.00 

15 - 

1.00 

1.00 

"”"9 

TOO" 

15 

0.9S 

“6795 

”vr 9 

T:oo 

Ped Bike Factor 

Frt ' ‘ 


0.982 




Kiilillffii 

MaiMM 

0.995 

Ty- - r 

& .11: m 

.. 

Fit Protected 


0.092 


mmam 



??W,\ r M&. 



... . . 

0.993 


Satd. Flow (prot) 

0 

3142 

J 0 

0 

0 

0 - 

■’“0 

1638 

. .“o. 

0 

3114 

" 6 

Fit Permitted 


0.992 

'ills* 




Blpl 


—7 ' 


0.993 


Satd. Flow (perm) 

0 

3142 

.0 

“0 

' " 0 

0 

0 

1638 

0 

0 

3114 

6 

Right Turn on Red 



: Yes 


y. 

Yes 

iwi 

RlIPP 

Yes 



Yes 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 


24 






5 





Headway Factor 

Link Speed (mph) 

1.14 

1.14 

30 

1.14 / 

1.14 1.14 

^30 

1.14 

1.14 

m 14 
' 30 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 

****% 

1.14 

Link Distance (ft) 

Travel Time (s) ’ 


1800J 

40.9 



1800 

40.9 



1800 

4o:g 


M&Mmk 

"1800' 

"4o!9" 


yolume (vph) 

70 

364 7 

42" 

; - 0 

0 

“"0' 

0 

134 

4 

91 

543 

"“70 

Confir Peds. (#/hr) 













Cohfl.lBikes (#/hr) 













Peak Hour Factor 

0.80 

0.87 

0.62 

"0.90" 

0.90 

"0.90 

0.90 

0.70 

0.50 

0795 

0.96 

lib 


Growth Factor 
heavy Vehicles (%) 
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 

Marking (S/hr) . 

Mid-BlocKTraffic (%) 
Adj. Flow (vph) 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 

Turn Type . 

Protected Phases 
Permitted”Phases 
Detector Phases 
Minimum Initial (sf 
Minimum Split (s) 

Total Split (sf. 

Total Split (%) 

Yellow Time (s) ' 
All-Red Time (s) 
Lead/Lag 

Lead-Lag Optimize? 
RecaliMode 
Act Effct Green (s) 
Actuate d g/C Ratio 


118% 11. 118 3 118%“ 118% '118% 11 % 118% 118%; 118% 1f8%; ;J18% 

0% 1% ‘0% 0% 0%“ 0% HSSfc ~ 4% "0%'" 13^1t t>% 

0 :0 


. m 

0 

0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 


0% 


' 0% 

m 0% .. 

103 

494 

80 

0 .'.0."0. 

0 226 9 " 113" 

0 

Perm 

677 

0 

0 0 0 

0 235 0 0 

"' iM ". ! ...“Perm. 

.2 

2 

2 

: .■ 

;j'sigg;::; 1 

' “7 ""a" "i. T ' v 'Tr. : 

f 

' "T21 

2 

' 4.0 ' 



^ ■ ... ; :. 1 
....-4pf " 4.o' 

721.0 

21.0 


1 ' p 

■ " 21.0 21.0 

25.0 

25.0 

0.0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 

<ro 407b 0.0 I6.0 

38% : 

38% 

0% 

0% 0% 0% 

0% “62%' 0%" 62%"“ 

3.0 ! 

* 3.0" 



*- 3:0 '"“ " 3.0"" 

2.0 

2.0 


sr : - - 

2.0 2.0 

Lag 




Lead Lead 

SISSf 

Yes 


Ip ^ ^^ A1 ■-'^p a' O 

. . v./Myww w,'. . ^ 

Max 

Max " 

. 


Max "" ' " Max . 

ilia 

22.0 j 

£7- 


37.0 


0% 

667' 


1 

’ 1 

470 ' 
21.0 
40.0 
62% 
3.0 
7 20 
Lead 
Yes 
Max 
37.0 
6j57“ 


0 

0 


0.0 

0% 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 


09/12/2001 



> 


> f < A t 

A 

V [ V 

Lane Group 

cdL fcfcSI 

PBR WBL WBT^WBR NB1T NBT 

TIBR;; 


v/c Ratio 


0.63 

• 0.25 


< 6.44 7 

Uniform Delay, dl 


17.3 

*"■ . ^ - 69 


8.0 

Defay 


17.7 

7.1 

imw: 

8.2 

LOS *. 


.B '' 

A 


A 

Approach Delay 


17.7 

7-1 


8.2 

Approach LOS 


B 

A 


A 






CBD 


Area Type: 

Cycle Length: 65 U 
Actuated Cycle Length: 65 
Offset 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL, Start of Green 

. v.v;-.v - .< ■ j _• - -v.'...™ s .•.-.vXv.v-v. ••• v •— .. v.v.v. •. 

Natural Cycle: 45 














Control Type: Pretimed 
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.63 
Intersection Signal Delay: 11.9 intersection LOS: B 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 69.3% . ICU Level of Service’s ‘ . 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

21: Court Street & Franklin Street 


09/12/2001 


> 


> < 


< A t ^ V i V 


Mp 
ifsS 


Lane Configurations 
Idea! Flow (vphpl) 

Lane Width (ft) 

Grade (%) 

Itorage^Lengmtftf^ 
Storage Lanes" 

Total L6stTime~(s) 
Leading Detector (ft) 

Trailii^ DetecSor jftf 

Turning Speed (mph) 
LaneLJtiirFartor^ 

Ped Bike Factor 
Frt ' "" " " 

Fit Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 

Fit Permitted 

Satd.9iow (perm) . 

Right Turn on Red 
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 
Headway Factor 
Link Speed (mph) 

Link Distance (ft) 

Travel Time (s) 

spasm hh 

Corifl. ''Peds. (#/hr) 

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) v 
Peak Hour Factor 
Growth Factor 
Fieavy Vehicles “(%) 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 
Parking '(#/f!r) 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 
Adj. Flow (vph) 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases' 
Detector Phases 
Minimum Initial (s) 
Minimum;Spnt (s) “2J“ 

¥ofai Splitfs). 

Total SpliiW; 

Yellow Time (s) 

All-Red Time (s) 
Lead/Lag 

Lead-Lac?jOptjngf? 
Recall Mode 
Act Effct Greeri(s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio” 


4t 



4t» 



1900 1900 

1900 ~ 

1900 * 1900 1900 

1900" 1900 

1900 

1900 1900 T900 

12 12 

. 12 

' 12 12.12 

..12. 12. 

12 

12 . 12 - 1 ' “ 12 

....... 0 % 


0% " 

~ ' * 0 % 


0%^5PPf^ 

0 

O' 

0 . 0' 

' —0 ~. 

..o 

0 ^" *“ ~ 0 


0 

0 0 

0 

0 

.0" ' ""’0 

- 3 ~ 0 —g9 

™~ 3.0 

'9.0.'.3.0" 3:0 

'*0 3T0 


" W 39 3.0 

I 50 '50 


50 

50 50 



‘ n * n 


rT n n"“ 

<.w 

. ~™ - - •**” 

15 

9 

15 9 

15 

vrrg- 

1ST:"""" * -^9 

0.95 0.95 


1.00 0.95 0.95 

095 0.§5* 

0.95 

1:00 1.00. 'TOO 

T‘' • ' 


■>.* A;'.*.*.;.' ’ *‘I 






0.963 

0.970 



0.998 



0.995 

••"■■v-'TTf/r?, 

. 

■ 0 2790 

.... Q 

0 2980 0 

--^irwr 

0 

' 0 ”0 0 

0.921 


Hif-TTTTT.. ' ■ 

0.995 

T' - ! v .7™ 


0 2575 

0 

0 2980 0 

0 2881 

0 " 

'"'”""0". 0 . b 


Yes 

Yes 


Yes 

Yes 



■ Qg 

....' 52 ' 

****" i<<,w; * 


1.14 1.14 

1.14 

1.14 1 14 1 14 

1.14 1.14 

1.147 

1.14 1.14 1.14 

“."'*..30 

W«iW:*SKw 

"'DO . r 

“^0 * 

fc&Wmss. 

‘ ‘ ‘ 30 

1800 

P^-.T 

1800 

1800 


' 1800 

. 40.9 


" " 40.9”. ' 

40.9 


40.9 

7 245 

•• . . 

. 9 

0 365 118 

25 261 

69 

0 0 0 


0.50 


0.81 0.90 


0.90 Of 0 84 0.50 0 82 0 75 

118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 


0.90 0.90 0.90 




(Sfr 


0% 

"W 

'5%. 

' 5% 

' 44% 

~ ' 3 '% '" 

10% 


0% 

9 % 

0 

0 

0 

0 0 

v! viv • --v: v 


|":f;'0" 

~0' 

. 0 

0 

0 

9 


0 % 

mmz'W- 

: Sli- : 

0% 

iiglj 

IBtesa 

mmi 

£J|* 


0% 

- 

17 

357 


' 0 

501 

166 

59 

376 

109 

0 

r 

0 


374 

Q 

0 

667 

0 

o 

544 

0 

0 ■ 

0 

;z:9 

Perm 





Perm 







2 

WM, 1 

2 



1 



EE31 

IfllpiP 

£ 

'~'2 

2 


iSTSll 



1 

^ - 1 ; \ 

1 

' s\ • E ^' 'EE 


;5g|I H 

4.0. 

49" m: 



To 

" ;ito 4:o'" 

>W '4E6^ 





21.0 

21.0 

w rr"T' 


21.0 

21.0 

21.0 

'Trr"^r'r 

r s ,- 

pap^^j 

40.0 

40.0 

0.0 

0.0 

40.6 ; 

b:o 

5o.0“ 

30.0 

0.0 

0.0 

09” 

"0.0 

57% 

57%" 

0 % 

0% 

- ' 57 % ~ 

o%- 

43% “' 43% 

0% 

0 % 

"0% 

' " 0% 





3:o 

'.•.^v.v-.v:v.v v .>vv 

3.0' 

3.0'' 





2.0 

2.0 



2.0 

r 

O.'2:0. 

2.0“ 

:v xv; 



1 

Lag 

Lag 

SS4^va«w,v,: 


Lag 


Tead' 

"Lead. 


SxWx5!-;;U;L:-;v^! 

>>AS'Wwo.V.VA. 


Yes 

"Yes 


Ei' 

Yes 

..■.iw'i-ii&J.'A. 

Yes ' Yes 



.. ti " 


37.0 

0.53' 


37.0 

"OTIS' 


27.0 

0.39 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

21: Court Street & Franklin Street 


09/12/2001 


> 

- 

> 


< 


t 

LanpGroup Epu 

mi 

■ebs 


ihsii 

MiHI 

; NtJi 

v/c Ratio * 

0.27 


0.41 

11 ?V 

' ;» 

ip>0.48/ 

Oniform Delay, dl 

" 9.1 


"' w ....3”3’" 



14.4 

Delay 

LOS ' 

9.3 

* ‘ A 


.. -g-g • •• 

•* ‘ . . s ^ .V- YY. 

' ■' 


14.8 

B 

Approach Delay 

9.3 


/r 'ny- :: --- g-g r 

PffPIc 


14.8 

Approach LOS 

.A 


A 



B 




Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 70 """' " 

Actuated Cycle Length: 70. s .. . 

Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB r Start of Green ^ ' 
Natural Cycle: 45 
Control Type: Pretimed ” 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.48 “ 

Intersection Signal Delay: 10.8 
Ihtersedioh Capacity Utilization 45^2% 


' ' v >’ - : - -' ' - ' : 

: '(Xjs.VM.4.-., <-,;-xc-?XvCv}« 






’ * .. Z^Yi-1 


Intersection LOS: B 
ICU Level of'Sefvice 


■mm 

A 


Splits and Phases: 21: Court Street & Franklin Street 



k 

01 

“o2 

p!SIi^SSiIl!jil®!311W^* s il^^ 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
26: Court Street & Pearl Street 


09/12/2001 


> 


> < 


< t A V 1 V 


IteTsTilSJffiSf*! "riilSSiSSIB 




WBR 




SBL 

5BT 


Lane Configurations 

It* 



4f 






4tk 


Ideal Flow (vphpl) ' 1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900.. 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

900 ,v 

|4900 

Lane Width (ft) ' 12 


.'if" 

."12 

12 

.12." 

.12 

..12' 

.' 12. 

.12 ' 

" 12 

.12 

Grade”(%) " ' _ 

Storage Length (ft) ' 0 

0% 

0 

' 0" 

' 0% 

. 0 

0 

0% 

0 

0 

0% 

'jfkJZL < - 

0 

Storage Lanes"- ' ”0 


■ 0 

if, "'0 

||||§j|||||ll 

0 

O 

£$$$&$ 

0 

vf' ,> ' ; 



Total LostTime (s) 3.0 

3.0 

' 3.0 

.3.0 

"3:io 

^ 3:0 

3.0 

. 3:0 

3.0 " 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

Leading Detector (ft) 

Trailing Detector (ft) . 

.50" 

0 


50 

“..O'" 

. 50 

. 0 

if** 


WMMm& 

H 

50" 

: . 0' 

50 


Turning Spe'ed (mph) f N 15 

' ^ 

15 

._ ' > 

9 

15 


v~ 9 ' 

15 

if 

9 

&rcfflr?Sr ~ TO 

0.95 

0.95 

0.95 

0.95 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

0.91 

0.91 

0.91 

Fed Bike Factor 

Frt * 

TRIP 



mm 

— 




fBmm 

vyw.v.% 

0.957 

Fit Protected 

Satd. Flow (prot) ~ 0 

27ir- 

■.o. 


■'0.9861: 

3076 

0 

0 

'’"”'"~"0 ' 

0 

0 

0.995 

4123 

...0 

Fit Permitted 

Satd Flow (perm) ~ 0 

2712 

■■Map 

0 0 

0 668 

2b8T" 0 

■Sll 

0 

aar- 

0 

iptttii 

. a 

0 

it 

0.995 ' 

0 

Right Turn on Red 

Said'. FlowlRTORf *. 

■ 

Yes 



Yes 



7 Yes 


■ “ Yes 

Headway Factor 1.14 

Lint Speed f mph) . 

1 14 
"30 . 

1.14 

1 14 

Hate.**** 

1.14 '' 

'""'"StT 

1.14 

1 14 

1.14 

1.14 1 

>1.14 

1.14 

1.14 


Travel Time 


■*■ 1800 ; 1800 . 1800 1800 
'40.9 40.9 40.9 409 

ConTpedfUhr) ° *“ 168 194 449 ,° 0 0 0 24 230 73 

ConfL Bikes (#/hr) . .. .- ~ “ ' ' ’ . " T .. ^ W : ■:."..."" '" '.:. 

Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0!83 0.89 0.92 0:84 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 O^ IW 0.55 

Growth Factor 118% “118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 


Heavy Vehicles (%) 


8 % 11 % 1 % 


g%“"l2nw “ 2% $%' “0%”” 0% o% 0 % 

Bus Blockages (#/hr).0 0 0~~ ~0 0“ ' 0 ” ~0 “0 0 0 0 0 

Parking (#/hr) ‘.”.."."..." """".. . 


Mid-Block Traffic (%) 
Xafhlow(vph) 

0 

0 % . r : - 0 % 

"259 223 249 ‘"631 " 0" 

0 

o% ' : " 

. 0 0 

57 331 157 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 

0 

482 0 ” O 880 0 

0 

0 0 

0 545 0 

Turn Type . 


D.P+P 



Perm'"’ 

Protected Phases ., 


. 3 .. ' 2 23 ” 



1 

Permitted Phases 





1 

Detector Phases 


. '3' ' 2 2 3 .. 

..„i.. .. . 


v ~" 


Minimum Initial (s) 


4.0 4.0 



4.0 4.0 

' Vv^'A‘*VWW.W/.Wrt*W;,V 

Minimum Split (s) 


'21.0 ' 8.0 



9.0 9.0 

. 

Total Split (sj 

0.0 

34.0 0.0 8.0 42.0 0.0 

0.0 

0.0 0.0 

28.0 28.0 0.0 

Total Split (%) 

— 

49% 0% 11% 60% 0% U% 

0 % 0% 

~~40% ~ 40%'55> 0% 

Yellow Time (s) 

All-Red Time (s) ~. 

Lead/Lag .. 

Lead-Lag Optimize? T ; 

Ilillfg 

3.0 2.0 

Lag 

. “ ..ts'-z :sy£»5' . 



"". 3.0 . 3.0 

2.0 2.0 

Lead Lead 
.Yes Yes ~W< 

Min Min 

Recall Mode 


Min None 



Act Effct Green (s) 


20.9 26.2 


0 

12.5 £T 

Actuated g/C Ratio 


0.43 . 0.54 &s 



0:26 ’’ 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
26: Court Street & Pearl Street 


09/12/2001 


> V 


< ^ t r v | v 



Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 70 
Actuated Cycle Length: 18.4 
Natural Cycle: 40 

CbntroTType: Actuated-Uncbordiriated 
Maximum v/c Ratfo: 0.71 

.'V. . X .'.".V.V>. . v/. XV, . - V-, -V.V\'. . X'X-.- -..v..v. .... ^ x V’WV, - • .-.v.-.v. . 

Intersection Signal Delay: 7.6 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 65.6% 




x si jBll, ifli §|*iK i 

Tritersection LOS: A 

ICU Level of Service B 


Splits and Phases: 26: Court Street & Pearl Street 
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URS Corporation 


Traffic Impact Study 


Section 5-4 
Existing / No Build / PM Peak 




Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


09/12/2001 


Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) - 
Lane Width (ft) 
Grade (%)$£ IF"' 
Storage Length (ft) 


Total Lost Time (s) 
Leading Detector (ft) 
Trailing Detector (ft) 
Turning Speed (mph) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Ped Bike Factor 
Frt 

Fit Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) 

Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 

Right Turn on Red 
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 
Headway Factor 
Link Speed (mph) 

Link Distance (ft) 

Travel Time (s) 

Volume (vph) 

Corifi. Peds. (#/hr) 
Confl.;Bikes(#/hr) 

Peak Hour Factor 
Growth; Factor.;' 

Heavy Vehicles (%) 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 
Parking (#/hr) 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 
Adj. Flow (vph) 

Lane Group FIpw (vph) 
Turn Type 

Permitted p'hases ^ 
Detector Phases 
Minimum Initial (s) 
Minimum Split (s)' 

Total Split (s) 

Total Split 
Yellow Time (s) 
AII-Red,Jime^s)lS|Ipt : 
Lead/Lag 

Lead-Lag OpftYnize?j$p 
Recall Mode 
Act Effct’C3reen;(s)|||p| 
Actuated g/C Ratio"'. 


> 


1900 

12 

0 

0 

3.0 


15 

1.00 


0 

0 

1.14 


> < 


< A t A V | 









3.0 

50 

0 

1.00 

0.927 

1543 

1543 


1*. 


0 
3.0 

5QJ«50^M 

o o ..- .. o 


^y...: V.Y:: 

3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

.... w.,i *»»**» 4. iuh; ? vululu 


H|g»p 

3or^6' 3;6' 

IfflESiiSiSi: 


1.00" 1.00 1.00 1.00' 1.00 1.00 T.00 0T95 0.95" 0“95 


0.935 


0 0 167T " 0 0‘ 0' 0 

3pllp$ti^ 

0 0 1392 0 0 0 0 0 3011 0 


0 3011 0 

isawgws 



i8 °° sa^smsssrarasaii 


40.9 


40.9 


40.9 


40.9 


. 0 

0.25 0.84 0.72 0.76 0.88 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.60 1.00 0.57 

100 % ioo%mc^%»o.o,%moo.% 

0% 6% 0% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 

0 ;Zg«ZHBSlBI^ 

0 148 176 104 293 0 0 0 0 52 276 251 

Perm Perm 



Lag Lag Lag 

ifi»iy^»iW^Yes7 


. wrm 

Lead Lead 




Max 

32.0 

<V») 

0.46 


Max 


Max 
32 0/ 

v^ij.oC 

0746 


%2»: 


Yes' 

Max 


m^nmz 

"Max “ 


" :,a 


0.46 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


09/12/2001 



> 

-> > 

r 

«- < 

A t 

A V i V 




gi'iL'IL 


t 

Si 

i 


y/c Ratio'CTM^ 

$r£]!]p®->lPp 




.■. 

KiliiSiiSP‘0-38ipsiiia 

Uniform Delay, dl 


7.9 


14.4 


6.6 


LOS A B A 

Approach LOS A B 


- &£«&£— I 

A 






Area Type: CBD 

pyjc!e:i^gth370.;ijggM®^^ 

Actuated Cycle Length: 70 

Offseti O (0%);$£fweMjB:phaM2:EByyBffSte^ 

Natural Cycle: 45 

gg-^gypgB^gSS M^— S Ma^ — 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.62 

lntersectionSignai:Delap9.8;l >w^j^2«tAi)ipi|iiKiii>Wlntereectibni;L0S:ii^iftfe!pt 1 ^^^^^i^f : .^liiPi^®S®l 
aurtfawiafriM. .^.“•giiiualha^,fe8a»g»SswggP«MliBfligisi«a8^ 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.3% 1CU Level of Service C 


Splits and Phases: 11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


' 

l" ' ol 

“T* 02 

!35%^^#^«P»MSSPSiW®®MII ■ 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

6: E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 


09/12/2001 


> 


> < 


< ^ t A V 1 V 


Lane Configurations 4 * 4 * 4» 

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

8i«»g>a»» aa ) W »»W ^iWWiW B8»«WPM88WaBBWPl 

Total Lost Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

Leading gmg ,l|n« jj M§ aMiaSII§P.;iiaigg BlMgBfaiSMa 



Trailing Detector (ft)"' ' 0 " O'. ■"■" O’ 0” 0 0 0 0 

T. .^_:_ atn^ath* -n ti/i^^\-w!id!»5*pw«B.f«mtB^MW!»M®QS>»ia5 MfflMBffifflSP® r^V't-.y "TO 


Lane OtilTFactor ‘ *' 


Satd. Flow (pifot). 0 1669 0 0 1562 

Fit Permitted >' ’ S7§ 7 0.969 ^15 

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 1627 0 0 1541 

Right TUm oniR^ «SS!iai*P|Wf s pippp 
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 8 24 


_ __ _ __ _ _. . . _ _ 

Link Speed (rripR)" .. " 30 ~ 30 30 30 

Travel Time (s) 40.9 40.9 40.9 40.9 

y^)»ji waBsittaiiiig MiiiMMgaiMiiM 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 


Peak Hour Factor .0.46 ..0.86 0756.072‘5'"“ 0779.0.58" 0.46 0 86.0763. 0.58 0.68 0.25 

Heavy Vehicles (Vo; 0 % 1 % 0 % 0 % 5% 0 % 46% 3% 4% 0 % 3 % 0 % 


Parking (#/hr) 

Adj. Flow (vph) 28 176 16 4 24 24 28 342 71 40 5b u 

Lane a®P.ISSia*aSS.!8*^MiM«WBBi*i^«Bi!M® 

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm 

Prd.ectpdFlia^^^M BglBi^ ^^^Ba^Mi^^^P'glM 

Permitted Phases 2 2 11 1 

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

SiWPiWJ5Sl^»M. 

30.0 


Total Split (s) 


30.0 


0.0 30.0 


31.0 


30.0 

KiF49% : llif0%Ws49%®949%W^0% ii5i1i%H5!!.l%IW)%i® itS®®51 %nlfiOSS 

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead Lead Lead 

Lead-Laa'ODtirniz§7^aWe'§WSies : S' : sSi^^W r es-lS®Kc@f!l®^®P|es»*^^^»®SK6s»X^S®i 

Recall Mode Max Max Max Max Max Max Max Max 

Act Effct 

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.44 0.44 0.46 nAR 


0.44 


0.46’ 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

6: E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 


09/12/2001 


< -s t A V i V 



Area Type: 


Actuated Cycle Length: 61 


Natural Cycle: 40 
Control Type:!:Rretimed?l 
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.60 


Intersection‘Capacity'Utiiization 59.6% 


IClfLevei of Service' A 


Splits and Phases: 6: E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 
It ol _~* r *' a2 


isBasEagaawea^^ 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 


09/12/2001 




> < 


< A t A V i V 


sar 


12 12 

3«ewa 


12 


, 0%" ~^.0%" ~ : ' v .<.~" 0% • ” ■ " '' 0%- '• 


Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (yphpIMlSI® 

Lane Width (ft) 

Grade (%) ^p^p^Wie 
Storage Length (ft) ‘ 4 '"" 0 “ “'0 

Storage Lanes' " i r, 0 ■ ' 0" 8nu» 0 "0 

Total Lost Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

m i ill m so^Xffi^tCT'so^BS^ 888 

0 0 0 


"PPiliPiiK 


3.0 3.0 3.0 


’kiXiWiittiSsiii; 


Leading Detectdf||ft)| 

Trailing Detector |n) 

Tuming SpeedImph) 

Lari'edtiL 'Factor 
Ped Bike Factor f 
Frt 

Fit Protected f|p __ _ . 

Satd. Flow (prat).— 

Fit P.ermitted| g||| |||;||||||||i| | 

Satd. Flow (perm)' 


SljlSfcf.. 

iW^oIgt^CiSS 0.95 "~0:95~ iTOO' ’TOO" 





o o 


0 4573 1439 

Slices 


1 i v 


Satd. Flow (RTOR) 15 

Headway 

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30 


- <«r «,. -.^T^,--)- , -- 1 —-T I r n- n - ” - , , ,, x - —,-- 

Travel Time (s) 40.9 40.9 40.9 40.9 

VoluiT* frpIQMMKRMNR 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 

Con^i'ke^ihr) SpSIg ||i ’ s 

Peak Hour Factor 0.25 0.83 0.74 0.82 0.87 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.92 0.86 0,78 

Growth Factoi;ili!^i! a ^r^1!00%.IB!l 00%ill1;P0.%'^ipQ%S8i-QQ9KSfQO%S1'OQ98S1'OQ,% ^ .00 ^^ PQ%'.p^!Q0S&Mt00y% 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 1% 13% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 1% 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) f ~0 | «» MMMHini 0 , 0 

Parking (#/hr) 

Adj. Flow(vph)* - " 0 601 139 S#“ .^ 

L“<^®siV8«)'h0asas»^®«^Ms®^MaHaagsfSM^ra 

Turn Type Perm Split Prot 

Permitted Phases 2 2 

^testofRtsigii^iiiiiiiiaiiiiiK^iSBSil'' EilSiiiiSiliilSiiilSI 


Minimum Initial (s) 
Minimum Split 
Total Split (s)' 


4.0 4.0 4.0 

Minimum Spljt^gg|l^' ip |l;;;21^0^^g|g2^^||2|^|||||.^‘ .. 

“ • • * . 0.0 23.0 0.0 23.0 23.0 0.0 


bfo 


Total Split (%)5'~y ’ rv- 0% '31 % " 1 0% ’' 31 % '31 % ' ::T0%-r^0%'^.. __ 

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 

All-Red Time (s) r| '2.0 " !.>: ,T2.0 '2.0 1 | m WM 2 -° ' '2.0;if.t 2.0 


4:0 4.0 4.0 

'“: M- 11 '2110 ""'21.021.0 

'^' !! 0%i-:‘l'0%iT69%i5 1 -69%i| ! 69% 


Lead/Lag.. . Lag “ ^ 'Lag .Lag "’“ ” Lead Lead Lead 

Lead-Lag Optimize? IS ""Yes ' ST, Yes 'Yes; 1 » “i I ’Yes'J-Yes .Yes 

Recall Mode Max Max Max Max Max Max 

**¥*<* i*<!Miii!ii^S|^WiiiiHSps^SiiSiSiii^^^ffl^iiB|^ 

Actuated g 1C Ratio 0.27 0.27 0.65 0.65 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 


09/12/2001 



Area Type: CBD 

Actuated Cycle Length: 75 

Offset: 20 (27%); >Referenced to ,^~ffi2i;EBWB?Stm^Girefi^^ 
Natural Cycle: 55 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.89 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.4% ICU Level of Service C 



Convention Center Intersection Study 08/12/2001 Existing - Weekday PM Peak Hour Synchro 5 Report 

TMK Page 2 

GBNRTCBUFF-ST51 


D-127 

















Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 


09/12/2001 


> 


> < 


< ^ t A V i V 


Lane Configurations 






4 ttT» 


12 


12 


0 


Lane Width '(ft)”. 12."""12' 12 12.12 “ 12 12 12“ 12 '12 

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Storage LanesF : ^@^ ; '^ 'PH@0« mmoww^wm) 

Leading 

Trailing Detector (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 

Turning 

0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.86 0.86 0.86 1.00 1.00 1.00 


Lane Util. Factor 
Pei 
Frt 


1.00 0.95 

SlSfi 

0 : 975 “ 


.w ■ >|- lil ' ' p. .'- < ‘ .1*. : 




0.996 


Satd. Flow (prot) ’ “~ 0 ~” 3 T 23 0' 0 " 2993' ” O'" 0 5695."CT ~"0 .0 0 

Fit PermtttedaiS^M|ay^MMK>7^7gBH8 B EW§i ^ M ^ ^ M^MBaWM3W PS98 

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 2346 0 0 2993 0 0 5695 0 0 0 0 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 15 11 

Headw ^y 

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30 

Link 

Travel Time (s) 40.9 40.9 40.9 40.9 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 

Co "% Bik ^®>ISllI^^ 

Peak Hour Factor 0.78 0.73 0.25 0.25 0.74 0.65 0.78 0.84 0.67 0.25 0.25 0.25 


Parking (#/hr) 

Mid-BlockT« S |||M^M|^*W«*^^^M||pii||*WiI 

Adj. Flow (vph) 463 245 0 0 100 20 60 1883 48 0 0 0 

Lane Group'Bow i (vph). , f;i»0-ili5708«P0i^W£PP^20.|i®»0»a0ai991.-®WI0.i^WS«p?0»liE0 

Turn Type Perm Split 

Pro ‘ ected 

Permitted Phases 2 

Detector 


Minimum Initial “(s) ' 4.0 "4.0 . . 4:0. 4.0 4.0 

Total Split (s) 27.0 27.0 0.0 0.0 27.0 0.0 48.0 48.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total Split (%) ,' V ,*• "y , 36%WS36^|SffiO%'lS^O%pi36%S"slO%;]^64.%i J 'jiy64%:i5?p ! O%iilif : Oi%^ii0%‘^ ! fO 1 % 

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

All-Red Timers) gH ^27^. HHS 


PS 


Lead/Lag'" " '.Lag.Lag' "" ~~ Lag '" Lead Lead" 

Lead-Lag Optimfce?.;s;fiSyesiiWe^^ 

Recall Mode Max Max Max Max Max 

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.32 0.32 0.60 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 


09/12/2001 


> 


> < 


< \ t A V \ V 



v/c • 

Uniform Delay, dl 

Pelay3®|||tSiaT'' s 

LOS 

Approach Delay 


... 

Approach LOS 




Area Type: 
Cycle.Xength: 75 


' V^SIII^ 

DBA 
D B A 


wwrjfl!rs? i^r^rTr^pjj^F^rmiJJWrv^ |W5r«rr*flW‘mtr«: •'^‘T! J 


Actuate'd Cycle Length 75 
Offset: 33 (44%). Referenced to phase 
Natural Cycle: 45 
Control Type: Pretimed 
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0 94 
intersection Signal Delay: 17.5 ' ' 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.1% ICU Level of Service C 

dl Defacto Left Lane. Recode’with 1 

Splits and Phases: 16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 


“t 

b2 

4fl s'^k-T^.vc>-a ^ .:^^^ggKgsggcaaN®S^ ■ 

1 


2 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

46: Scott Street & Washington Street 


09/12/2001 


> 


> < 


< ^ t A V I V 


Lane Configurations 

Ideal Flow (vphpl) pflifil 900 ^51900 g|1900 «p00,p|!9p0jp9001£i:9P0M1 900381 900:p1?00 900111.900 

Lane Width (ft) 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 

Grade.(%)-■ 


Storage Length (ft) 



0.95 


Total Lost Time (s) 

Leading D ? tPS©«MiSiRiii§oj§§^^ 

Trailing Detector (ft) 00 00 00 00 

Turning 

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 

Ped Bike Factor”^ ;T ' . . ' ? ~. 

Frt 0.944 0.914 0.994 0.990 

Fit Protected .’•^"TO0.978M«WWMia96'SM|‘P^MPi994^^M^»®):989f! 

Satd Flow (prot) - 0 2738 ~ 0 0 2878 O' 0 3053 0 S*35g 

FttPeMteMBHi m tifflm MM WtS B mHBm ygaa— 


Satd. Flow (perm) 0 2298 


0 2786 


0 0 2713 

Pight jTuhloni^ed 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 40 96 iu io 

Headway 


Link Speed (mph) 


Travel Time (s).' .. 40:9' .~ "~ 40“9 ~ 40.9 

Confl. Peels. (#/hr) 

Peak Hour Factor 0.71 0.70 0.68 0.67 0.75 0.85 0.75 0.82 0.58 0.80 0.92 0.81 

G rowth * Factorf^fpf f*~@1 p 0 %1^I 0 0 % ^110Q% : Xil 00 00% ;MOO%®W%|p'pOS6^pO%HJOQ%'TBt j OO%S®.pOT§ 

Parking (#/hr) 

Adj. Flow (vph) 48 20 40 12 60 96 36 268 12 56 173 16 

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm 

Prot^tedPh^e^^pS^SI^ip^^liMl^l^^iiip^Sili 

Permitted Phases 2 2 11 

Detector Ph^s^li|i§Jf^Si|i2iliiS211|ff|^|S2^®S2f^®p|i|S^^Sp®^pli§i^^®.|l|||i 1 |lSS 

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

Total Split (s) 25.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 35.0 35.0 0.0 35.0 35.0 0.0 

tobi split (s«sia||*i|iais»a%iaiii®*s,iiKi»»ss 

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

^-^Tip^aaltSSSpiftlliiSliSS^pSililSifipipSiKaiSSplBIiBi 

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead Lead Lead 

Lead-Lag Yes' « YesTy^; : ~; 7 ; 

Recall Mode None None None None Min Mm Min Min 

. Act Effct Green 

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.27 0.57 0.57 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

46: Scott Street & Washington Street 


09/12/2001 


> 

— > 

< ^ A t A 

V 1 V 


■$jSsSjRP\ 



v/cRatio" IlflES il 1 igSiifl 



Uniform Delay, dl 

•• 6.6 ..* 

4.1 3.5 

3.3 

Dela^lill if 11 

LOS' .. 

A 

A A 

aniMm 

A 


Approach LOS 


Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length <60 |f m/m 1 — SI 

Actuated Cycle Length: 34.3 

Control' Type: Semi Act-uncoorci.... ... 

Maximum v/cRatidm21pi!iSii?i;iil® 

Intersection Signal Delay: 4.0 Intersection LOS: A 


Splits and Phases: 46: Scott Street & Washington Street 


W„ 

“7* o2 



" ' BBI 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

43: Perry Street & Washington Street _ 10 / 18/2001 

V V 



Lane Configurations 
Sign Control ' 
Volume (veh/h) 

Peak Hour Factor 
Hourly flow rate (veh/h) 


4t 

Stop 

7 

0.88 

8 


Stop -. Stop. 

. 27179 .156 13 

0.48 0:55 0.60 0.65 

. 56 325 260' “ 20 


Volume Total (vph) 7 5 38 344 260 

Volume Left (vph) ~ "4 0 0 0 260 0 

Volume Right tvph) 0‘ 0 "0 325 0 20 

Hadj (S) . ' 0.1 0.0 0.0 -0.5 0.4 -0 6 

Departure Headway (s)."5.8 “5/7 55 4.9 "5.8 4.9 

Degree Utilization, x 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.47 0.42 0.03 

Dapacity1v^/ftf^^^^75^ ' 

Control Delay (s)7.7 7.5 7.6 ill 11.8 ' 6.8 ' 
Approach Delay s 7.6 10.7 114 


344 260 

0 260 0 

325 . 0. 20 

-0.5 0.4 -0.6 

4.9 5.8 4.9 




Approach Delay (s) 


Si LOS ;/ J;;; i A ~ - BJ 


. . . . ...W.V.-. V.... 






Delay 

HCM Level ofService 


r <0 Q 

B 


Intersection Capacity Utilization 36.1% 




TCU Level of Service ' 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 


09/12/2001 


> 


> < 
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Lane Configurations ^ *5 ^ £ 

Ideal Flow Xvphpl)lipmi 900#p900|p9001|1,90qjISI900IB19Q0.SP90 0111 900111900M1900m900ip900 
Lane Width (ft) 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 

Grade 

Storage Length (ft) 0 00 00 00 0 

Storage L^pillip^ 

Total Lost Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

Leading Detec^jgg^ 

Trailing Detector (ft) 


Lane Util. "Factor" 1 ;00 11TT00' 1700 T»U 1700" 

Frt 0.911 0.904 


1.00 


Satd. Flow (prot) 1624 1549 


"1171 "1549 


“0 1221 1488" 

PSSIHBP 

0 626 1488 


T 1624 1464’ 
3110.264; ‘ 

X -X c*.L>Lv7i L-.‘k i '•l ' 1 » 7'c- ^ 

0 451 1464 


Satd. Flow (perm) 

Right 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 138 72 32 2 

Headwa^tdMMiil^^glMgi^^iiil^BMIlgiMi^gp^ 

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30 

Link Distanjcej(ft)|Miffi®»«pOM^3^i«JOQM|^^^Ma8Qp^fciM^^I^!p®^ 

Travel Time (s) 40.9 40.9 40.9 40.9 

Volume 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 

confl. 

Peak Hour Factor 0.70 0.85 0.73 0.50 0.70 0.86 0.60 0.77 0.69 0.96 0.84 0:50 

Growth Factorpffi^l 00%*1AO%W1.00%miOOMjl00f%mi00,%mi 00$^00%it1.00%l|1Qq%«QQ?S|pqp% 
Heavy Vehicles (%) W 1 W 188T'" 1%~ 

Bus 

Parking (#/hr) 

Adj. Flow (vph) 20 112 163 12 40 72 20 88 32 159 623 8 

Lane Group Flowi(vpn) «20»2€5^»,^»2iWiI2^^^»IK120:aiiiii0JM:5®M^am^0 
Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm 

P|??tected.gha^ 

Permitted Phases 2 2 1 1 



Total Split (sf" 


... -lP8^MS®8%li58iW|p% 

3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 


Yellow Time (s) ""Xti 370’ 3.0 3.0 

All ,Red.TSS^f)|^iMP:P. ;py«iisi 

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lag 



Recall Mode 
Act Effct Gre 
Actuated g/C 'Ra'tio 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 


09/12/2001 


< A t A W V 



Area Type: 

Actuated Cycle Length: 60 

Offset: 8 (13%)^Beferenced tojjha^^iEBWB/Startpf Green^P ¥ ... T7-‘ ggll 

Natural Cycle: 55 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.70 

mmmmmmm 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 67.9% ICU Level of Service B 


Splits and Phases: 36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 


09/12/2001 



> -► > < *~ 

t A V \ 

V 



Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vp.hj 
Lane Width (ft) 


1900“ 

._ . __ 

12 12 


12 


12 12 12 12 12 12 


12 


4t 

100 ’: 

'12 .12 


G ^ims§igM^ 

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total Lost Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

Leading 

Trailing Detector (ft) " " O ' 0 0 0 0 


Lane T0S^~lj6b OLS5' r! T~~OTS5" 


_ _ _ _ 

Frt . ” 0:981"" ' ~ 7 ~ " 0.983 

Sat<i Flow (prot) “ ~0 "3105 ' 0 0^'“ 0 ' 0 " “ 0 “1666 0 * 0 “3147 0 



Satd: Flow"(RTO R)' 26 

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 

Travel Time (s) 40.9 4Q.9 40.9 40.9 



Peak Hour Factor 0.54 0.92 0.50 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.79 0.75 0.71 0.93 0.90 

G ^rfpapB:aas»iiMiiSiiS8|sipi«aspBS««apE» 

Heavy Vehicles (%) 4% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 20% 1% 0% 

Adj. Flow (vph) 52 157 30 0 0 0 0 192 28 56 560 0 

L=ne 

Turn Type Perm Perm 

protected ph^ii®^ i i§i 

Permitted Phases 2 2 11 

Detector Phases 

Minimum Initial (sj 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

Minimum:SplK?(?)Ti|¥||g^||;2jl|Cy^21 

Total Split (s) 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 0.0 40.0 40.0 0.0 


Yellow Time (s) ~ ”370 '“'‘'‘"3:0 “ 3.0 3.6 3.6 

All-Red 

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lead 


Lead Lead 


Recall Mode 


Max Max 


Max 


Max Max 

Act Effct Gfe^rs7«WPPP®^«^»PSi^«i^ ! WWWPW©7.0W^|^«^7JOiP|| 

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.34 0.57 0.57 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 


> < 


09/12/2001 


< ^ t A V 4 V 




v/c Ratio;.s|«p|4Fr " 

0.22“ 

V; , ""r,; 

Uniformbelay^dl . 

i3:6:' 


pe |a iilii!iip" 

138 

11 

LOS 



Approach Delay 

13.8 m 

mn» 

HI&IS^fiaEfiSsWSI 

Approach lOS 

B 







Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 65 .; 

Actuated Cycle Length: 65 

Offset: 20 (31%). Referenced to phase 2:EBTC StartiMii@.eemKlB»g|mpnim^PP^^^ 
Natural Cycle: 45 

Control Type: Pret.med :i«iSi*^^^K^^l^l!lliiiI 

Maximum v/c Ratio 0.34 

Intersection Signal Delay: 8.8 *" t ” lntei%eclic^>$DtS:F^^M^^^^*^^r^Tr^^^^^ : ^^ 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 46.6% ICO Level of Service A 


*•1 iL • • i*iL fcfVL i * *» «*ti «£ ■* m >!>& * 1 


ICO Level of Service A 


Splits and Phases: 31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 

[JC 


■ - •■ •^ggsp^sil 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

21: Court Street & Franklin Street 


09/12/2001 


> 




< ^ t A V i V 


Lane Configurations 


4+ 




4t» 


Lane Width (ft. '—T2' T2 12 ' '12 "'” 12 12 12 12 "" 12 12 12 ""12 

Storage Length (ft) 0 00 00 00 0 

Total Lost Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

Trailing Detector (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 

Tumihg:SpfeedMmphr^ :: ;jiri5^*Mffi^^W§^Si^ii9. ri 9 UflRflBSH T* ** fl%8S® OTTO am 

Lane Util. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 TOO 1.00 1.00 

pea 

Frt 0.954 0.963 

Flt'-Prptectedl3®^!^^^ ; p|S|0;Sl9jB^ffl3^^®raEi!lS®i;i^WH|®®Qiip9^®^^raffl|K®iM^^f 

Satd. Flow (prot) 0 3040 0 0 2996 0 0 3040 0 0 0 0 


Satd. Flow (perm).. "■“'"'0'”"282T T 0 0 ."2996" " 0 0~ 3040 ' 0 ‘ £T 0 0 

Ri 9t Tu ™«SP183^^ 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 151 75 

mm. F «SII® ^ 

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30 




JJUWIW3W* •_. ... AilttWWCW 

Travel Time (s) 


40.9 


40.9 


40.9 40.9 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 



JM 


ItPlIlI 

0.69 0.90 0.90 

0.82 

0.83 0.71 0.71 0.68 0.50 0.50 

" 0:50 


Peak Hour Factor 0.50 

Growth FactdrJIiPpiliillipOM,OO^ia ; O0%lf19O%|p.Qp«O0^ 00%|100%fl1 PQWpQM.00%W|0%. 


Parking (#/hr) 


466 


335 




Ad). Flow"(vph) 
Lane,Grou 
Turn Type 


Lane,Group pioW^vphJS^lO^OSJWp, ^SSSlIiillliiilliP 


205 52 

A T 

sjsisiSSw 

Perm 


Permitted Phases....2.“ ” ' 2 1 

Detector P^mMSUB^m^S^. S 

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

Minimum Split‘(s)l~^v^s:a21-0^2.1 -0irS§l§«4iSni.#nii^P§^f2irv ! c^^;iji^^r.:21^;^'21..0.^r^::;-:-^:^ 

Total Split (s) 40.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 0.0 30.0 30.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 


Yellow Time (s) ' 3.0 ' 3.0 

MMOM 

Lead/Lag.. "... “‘Tag" Lag 

'OptimizeYpPilYes-IJ 
Recall Mode Max Max 

Act Effct Gre 

Actuated g/C~Ratio .. .0'53 


3.0 

2:05 

.ASS33& 

Lag 

pi 

Max 

37:01 

rtsKWijj 

0.53 


3.0 3.0 

... ^MPgl 

Lead Lead 

SYe§2 

•feyii^rdv., „ _ 

Max Max 

%\ 

0 : 39 ' 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

21: Court Street & Franklin Street 


09/12/2001 


> < 


< A t ■ f V \ V 



Area Type: CBD 

Actuated Cycle Length: 70 

Offset:Y0;(0%),^eferen(»d1d.^hasfJ2:EBWB,|Stalrtr6fjG^nT,f^vJrTTl!i r 'Tl?7«?ci33f 1 s)T'’’ v'ljf'','? n 

Natural Cycle: 45 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.42 
Intersection Signal 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 44.8% ICU Level of Service A 

Splits and Phases: 21: Court Street & Franklin Street 
t ol a2_ 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
26: Court Street & Pearl Street 


09/12/2001 


> 


> < 


< A t A V 1 V 






Lane Configurations ^ ^ 4tl» 

Lane Width (ft) 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 

Grade «}, ’ 

Storage Length (ft) 0 00 00 00 0 

Stote^Lanes!^ K : -'M ~—~T~ 0 :.~v 

Total Lost Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

msmmmmmmMmimmm. 

Trailing Detector (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 

Turning Spe<^(mpfi)lp*j!r%1 : 5 lijiljPSiS 

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.91 0.91 0.91 

PedBikeTactor?/:35?: ( :sTJ!|:-‘. .?;..' 

Frt 0.972 0.944 

Fit Protected 


Satd. Flow (prot) 0 2965 0 0 3121 0 0 0 


T* f.'T' T - A v0.994^^;S'. : 

0 0 4181 0 


Flt Rermitted'"' " 1. ~ 0;915. .. ' : : ' r •.:' ■ '0,994 7 ^;. 

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 2965 0 0 2867 0 0 0 0 0 4181 0 


liiSTYes 






........."iTiSYes 

238 


Right Turn on RedWiip;^^* 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 52 

Headway- Factor r,~" 7 ' ‘ 1M4 «I43»tl4'^|.i1»»l,:i 41~'1 II4M4* 34Srpi473lP4:771 ;14:pPP;4 

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30 

Link Distance (ft) ~ ;’ 1800:S;!£^ 

Travel Time (s) 40.9 40.9 40.9 40.9 

Volume(vph)^,IT”' : : 0 ! -172- 52 -;-29- 345 0 ~ “0 " ’O’ * ^0 « *42 7232-"119 

Conf). Peds. (#/hr) 

confi. Bikes ■ : mi r ii?$£.-?• 7 T-ps^siisiff mm 

Peak Hour Ft^r ^ - q^C#^ .TSSTTOr^tEft 

Growth Factor^ili®KSiipl00%1ll1 OO%mO0%SSt.OOWt 00%ip QPSW100%'^1j00%?4100/%^1j^%%100%%1,0,0.% 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 5% 13% 0% 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 2% 

Parking (#/hr) 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) ' ~ a ^ 0%~ • - ' ~0% 0% } i 0% ~ 

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 257 60 40 460 0 0 0 0 ~ ~ 

Lane Group; Flow;!(yph)7g7j|0 s&l 7®f-i|?«5W!M^ 

Turn Type D.P+P Perm 


iisdi.aia:;SiS:niit.i : («uUiUu. * ’ * *'*’ 


76" 318‘238 
0 


i r» r :-1 !«wrt*“, #■> "s ! O O ^ 

1 .... ;. ■ &i'. 


>eQe:r«-'.-!-,":;:^fr7'!n::: 


Protected Phases ,„ 
Permitted Phases 


wsren’SffiBfii 


;«tn '•wwrp ^4 


tL Iti '.;Bi ; 


;_ -t. ■ _ 1 

3 1 

Detector Phases" 3 ' 2 23 ' '’ ~ *’ ^ '"T “li ~" 

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 . 4.0 4.0 

Minimum Split (s) 21 0 8 0 ~ ^ 90"9g'- 

Totai split o' : o ;i,J -‘^:6''^^^ —^^-^•rb’ro" tsro 14 —bv6''“ ,, ^8':6— 

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 

All-Recyr«ne''(sr77 {' 

Lead/Lag Lag Lead Lead 

Lead-Laa-Optinrtize?]^ 

Recall Mode Min None Min Mm 

&gjfeqya^’.: l.ip^pigifev--v- 

0.31 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
26: Court Street & Pearl Street 


09/12/2001 


> s 


<■ A t A V i V 




v/c-Ratio *mw 5%* us lt mr'P 33^,? ?r4*flffiW@£l3&. 

Uniform Delay, dl 8.1 5.1 


V/ I 11 ■ WI I ■ I ) VI • V. ■ Wi ■ 

I n<5 A A 


tvt&isiSlitlc •• «i R*W iiiUi* i>*5uii6 


uiiililkJ»S* Si *&*> i < 


rcrJT’ : >!* ? XF'C TT^^’STJW&i 

!$s|S ^Sp.O.7 ggalip: 

U»fciil.li»»*' , *«itt.3k« J^tk;V£&UiU*G«U. 

A 




I ro^^pjartiia^ &■*■''' " E ■■.- ■ ■"■.••• > v ^ 


Area Type: CBD 

CyaejJEeri^Q;^;;;?.|^^ 

Actuated Cycle Length: 38.3 
Natural Cycled - v;■;_ 

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated 
Maximum .v/cFfetio^Q^ ff §*M 

Intersection Signal Delay: 6.8 Intersection LOS: A 






Splits and Phases: 26: Court Street & Pearl Street 

| J E,1 _V" ta2 —i 
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URS Corporation 


Traffic Impact Study 


Section 5-5 
ETC / No Build / PM Peak 






Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


09/12/2001 






> < 


< t A V \ V 




Lane Configurations 




4 








Ideal Flow (vphp!) 1900 

a 900 

1900 

lOOCTsi 

1190011 

1900 

1900 " 

1900 

1900 

1900 

' 1900 

1900 

CanewKhtC 8 ^ -*15 * 


' 12 

... 12 

if 

"’12 

12 

""12" 

isr* 

.12 

12 

."12 

Grade (%) 

Storage tength (ft) 0 

0 % 

"".0 

*' Q 


0 

0 ’ 

0% 

0 

-'''!%' A ; ' Y ; ^'QfJi^ v v 1r:< 

0 

0 

Storage Lanes " ~ *0' 


0 

■ ■ - n.. 

0 

ilplfli 

0 

0 


.0 

Total Lost Time (s) 3 0 

3.0 ” 

sfb' 

~.W A . - ^V v _ .WAW.VAW. V. — ..... .W. 

3.0 3.0 

'3.0 

3.0 

” 3.0 ' 

3.0 

^3.<f 

”3.0 

3.0 

Leading Detector (ft) 

50 


...... 5Q • 

50 

gffggP 

v 



50 

. 50 

Sil 

Trailing Detector (ft). 

0 


0 

. 6.* 





0 

.0. 


Turning Speed (mph) 15 

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 

1.00 

9 

“1.00 

^ , . . g • ■: 

- . __ . __ 

1.00 1.00 1.00 

15 

100 

9 

T.oo. 

15 

095 


9 

095 

Ped Bike Factor 

- "M 




||g||gs 

frr" jKCgtj 


y 


F^ 8 ^ ’’ ’ ’ 1 

0.927 



A.-# ;$&L<*vV.aw 





’ 

0.935 

v: '"“ 

Fit Protected 


. ■ 

0.987 


. 


0.996 

: y y 

Satd. Flow (prat) 0 

1543 

0 

0 

1671 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3011 

0 

Fit Permitted 

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 

1543 

O' 

... ' o774 

•.$' -Aj 

.0 

0 

.o'' 

0 

/"T; 

0 

0996 

foil 

"“d 

Right Turn on Red 



>an 

Yes 



Yes 



mm 

Satd. ffow (RTOR) 

113 









273 


Headway Factor 1.14 

Link Speed (mph). 

1.14 

“30 

1.14 

1.14 

.'X‘.w/w^vviS^&E^ 

114 114 


1.14 

. vX-Xnv 

30 

1.14 

1.14 

1714 

30 

"114 

Travel Time (s) 40.9 


1800 

... -1. 

40.9 



1800 

40.9 

l|m| 

1800? 

40.9 


Volume (vph) ' ”” O 

124 

127 

79 

258 


0 I 

0 

o 

A 3 ! 

276" 

"143 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 











Confi: Bikes (#/hr) . '’ ' . 

Peak Hour Factor 0.25^ 0.84 0.72 

T"”'™ 

0.76 

off 

0!25 U 

0.25 

0.25 

0.25 

... 

090 


-jJ 

Growth Factor 109% ' 

W.iv.i , % ..... ...V I ...... ‘. . ....... . ..■■,* .VAy 

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 

Ipl 

6% 

109% 

”6°>o 

109% 
. 1% 

109%; 109%1 

1%““ 0°/o 

109% 

wmm&sm 

0% 

109% 

’ 0% 

109% 

i>% 

109% 109% 109% 
0 % 1% 0% 

BUS Blockages (#/hr> .PH 

o 

0 ‘ -0 

. o - 

0 

— 

o 

o 

u . 0 

;:;i: :o 

Parking (ff/Hr) 












Mid-Block Traffic (%) 

Adj. Flow (vph) . 0 

0 % 

iff 

192 

& 113 

0% 

320 

l8; ir 

0 

• • ’ O o /o 

.. >i'k ■. 

0 0 

56 

0% 

• t- ^ 'X 

301 

HH 

"273 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 

353" 

0 

0 

433 

....... 0 ., 

0 

-AY £§£* .6'. 

0 

■ 0 

0 

1630 

0 

Turn Type 



Perm 






Perm 



Protected Phases 

2 

— 



illlllli 

mam 


^ i I'H'T 


nm 

Permitted Phases 



2 






1 



Detector Phases 

Minimum Initial (s) 

2 

4.0 


4.0 4.0 

MO 

tmmM 

yvsviv.vA“x,J 


1 

4.0 

TO 

J/ff 

Minimum Split (s) 21.0 

Total Split (s) . 0.0 35.0’ 

0.0 

21.0 

3i;o 

21.0 

35.0 

0.0 

. .':vA. a:.' '-.vsliH 

0.0 

0.0 

O.o 

21.0 

35.0 

21.0 

35.0 

iSIS 

0.0 

Total Split (%) 0% 

50% 

0% 

50% 

50% 

0% 

;o% 

0% 

o%: 

50% 

50% 

r o% 

Yellow Time (s) ' 

3.0 


" 3.0 

''30 



> 


3.0 

3.0 


All-Red Time (s) 

2.0 


2.0 

11S2.0 

v 75 ' 

' > V: 

" WW.'^M 2.0 

2.0 

7S? ft 

Lead/Lag 

Lag 


Lag 

Lag 





Lead 

Lead 


Lead-Lag Optimize? 

Yes 

■ i 

Yes 

Yes 




"flSIS 

Yes 

^Yes 


Recall Mode 

Max 


Max 

.Max 





Max' 

Max 


Act Effct Green (s) 

Actuated g/C Ratio ’ 

32.0 

0.46 

64 . .1 


: 

0.46 

U 





32.0 

''id:45 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 




09/12/2001 


< A t A V 1 V 



■■■HmBEBRff 


Area Type: 

Cycle Length: 70 
Actuated Cycle Length: 70 

Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green 
Natural Cycle: 45 
Control Type: Pretimed 
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.72 

Intersection Signal Delay: 10.7 Intersection LOS: B ' 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 78.9% ICU Level of Service 1 

Splits and Phases: 11: E Chippewa Street & Washington Street 

| V 0l _•_$► o2_ 




lllllil&lllg 


Convention Center Intersection Study 08/06/2001 No-Build ETC (2007) - PM PEAK 
TMK 

GBNRTCBUFF-ST51 

D-143 


Synchro 5 Report 
Page 6 



















Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

6: E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 


09/12/2001 


s ->■ >, f — < +\ t 

a V 4 v 



Lane Configurations 4» 4^ 

Ideal Flow (vphpl) * 1900“ '1900 ”1900 ~ 190GM9Q0 p900 “ r 1900 1900 

Lane“Vv1dtlV(^ . -... 

4» 

“ 1900 1900^1900 * 1100 

~ 12 ' i 2 s ~~ i '“12'--‘“* i: ®l'2 

Grade(%) ’ ■■ -c .■ ■ o% ”* .. o% ■ ~— .. q%~ 


Storage Length (ft) 0 “ 0“ 6 0 6 

StdfadeXanes 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 

:■: -""* v *W" WQ - «?W. 


3.0 3.0 3.0 

" "50 T750 “T ' “L 

TrailingDetector (ft) 0 0 0 

Turning Speedlmph) "'“15—.9™—15 ~ 

■'..^WAVVAVA^W.VX'';■• -*• ~ \v/-:v.-.v.vw:v^, .. ^.vw^< 


1.00 1.00 


s£3§$$!s 




3.0 370“ 370“ 3.0. 370 -^o'-. 37o - 30 

"' 5 Q - 50 .j|pp~ ^ -50 : °~^ 5t y J?r ~ 

0 0 0 0 

7" ‘'T'f5 v >^ "Q"' wj -rr>|-g ^ A -y? ^ gp —t ~ g 

CbOiToO l.oo 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1700 1.00 

If7~ r 

. 0.990 0.937 0.978 

0:994 ”7—f? “-“0.996 ■ 0.997 

0 0 1560 0 0 1574 

W :997 

0 




~i 



Lane Otil. Factor 
WBiReFactor 

Frt.. 

fKiF?rQfe<jted7f'3 
Sara. Flow (prot) 

Fit Permitted”* 
latd? Flow (perm) 

RightTumon ~ 
sata: Fiow (rT 6 f^ ~' 

HeaWay Factory *' “ 1.14'114 1J4 1.14 ' 1.14 1.14““ -1:14 '1.14' 1714 1.14—1714 1714 


Link Speed (rriph) 

Unk Distance (ft) ~, 
Travehflme (s) 

Volume (vph) ~ -- 

bdn£'Peds.ll/hf) " 
Cpnfi;Bikes:(#/h“r) — 
PeaK Hour Factor" ' 
Growth Factor 
Heavy vefiicles (%) " 
BugBioc S£g es:(#/ftfII 
Parking 1$lW) 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 

.. • "| Group Fiow)(vph) 
Turn type 

Protected Ppse's” ^ ,T 
pfrmifed'P^Ses 



0 1647 "“"0 

Jf70778™" ^ 

fisor.* “o 

Yes 



_ 1800 77 ™ ~~-1800" 

40.9" ■ - '" 4079 ..... 40.9 

"19“ 14 ‘ "13 ‘ ' - '""45“—“23^^38 ”*0 


0.46 0.86 “ 0.56 "0.25^0.79“ 0.58“ D.46’"“0.86™ 0.63^1).58 ^“0.68 “0.25 

109%" 109% 109%7|109%"; 109% 109% "109% 109%\109% 109%: i09%""t09% 


0%—T% 
0 ' 0 


0 % 


;rn 1 m 


W “ (31 

* 


46% 3% 4% 0% 


%“ 3% 


U U 

^vWrt&CVXWX-^-v&vM'Cv&icW^'.Cw/Xw: 


0 0 0 


0% 

si 


c&MsfjMi 

31 


PI 


■VMi’y'-:- - 

191 


0 240 

--*77S7>^ :7- x-v^w^^vX*7 

Perm 

2 : 


id 

o 




' “ 0 % ' 


26 


26 




'rAAiMKl :;; 

61 0 


'W3&WM $$^FUQi 

>XvX^ ^X'i-T'S-yT: i w.'vi'X'i >E^vCwS ! 

Perm 


.p—^pj,—- 

Perm 


Detector Phases 
M inimum 1 n'rtraf |s) 
Minimum Spfit (s) | 
total Spiit (s) “’“' ~" 
To Spirt (%) 

Vellow time* (s) 


2 
4.0 


r—““ “ 0 % “ 

' 31 373 

. SO f '482 “ 

' , 0^>A^'*W®Ww3*S'Si&>i&WX*3fr535«£i&& 

Perm 

11 1 

. ■■ .. ' . ' ;L,._,.'■'■ ............... 

4.0 470 4.0 4.0 4.0 ^470 

y.u y.u - “9.o '9.0.",7“ 21:0 - 2 w~~—- . 2 ^ q - 2W :z : 

oorr^m^o^iTO.mf 0.0 * 

49%’ ”' 49% “ ~0%~' 49% “ 49% " :9%'“ 51% 51%f7 ;'0% “ 51% r “T51%^r::o% 


““ 2^ 
:|^2^:?'W:i: 

s«r. 


'470 
90 90 


3.0 3.0 

2.0 2 0 
Lag Lag 


3.0. 3.0 


3.0 3.0 


Lead/Lag 

Lead-Lag Optimize'? Yes Yes 

Recaiffede Max Max 

Act Effct Green (s) " 27.0 

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.44 




‘270 2 0 —““ 2.0 “ 2.“0 ; 

Lag Lead Lead 


Lag 

Yes 

"Max 


Yes —Yes Yes 
IVlax ~ * *“* “ Max ' Max “ 




27 0 

0.44. 




28.0 
0.4' ' 


3.0 "370“ 

Lead Lead 

“Yes ""Yes".*~ 

Max Max 

' 28S) ”” “ 

0.46 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

6: E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 


09/12/2001 


< A t A V | V 



Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 61 * ”; ' T' :: ■ .—- T - 

Actuated Cycle Length: 61 

Pffset: 35'(57%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green “ 

Natural Cycle: 40 

Control Type: Pretimed * ~~T_1_‘ I ". 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.66 .. ’ ' " .. 

Intersection Signal Delay: 11:7 ...’-■TT"" Intersection LOS: B .. . .' 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.2% ICU Level of Service B 




Splits and Phases: 6: E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 
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Lane Configurations 


Ideal Flow (vphpl) 


Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 09 / 12/2001 


Lane Width (ft) 
Grade (%) 

Storage Length (ft) 
Stdra§e]Larj^f|i| 
tal Lost Time (s) 


;0%T7rT7 .■ 


MO 1900 1900 “1900 ~1900~^1900“M900 1900 

12 ^^"12 *T2 

0/o .... . .. 0% - ... .. 0/o .. 

0 0 0 0 0 


Trailing Detector (ft) 


0.0 0. ‘ 0 " 0 * “ " 0 O '" ’ 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 
3:0 3.0 370 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 30“ 3.0 3.0 

Tfl-50 ■ . 50 50 ' ' " . - • 50 50. 50 

0 0 0 0 0 0 


Turning Speed (mph) 15 . 7~’ ’ ' 9. r 15 9 15 “ 9 ’ 15 ' ; ' 9 

0:95^.i:oo.tor^ffir.1:00.0:91' mr'xm 

Ped Bike Factor " ...•." ” ."7... •• 7.— 

Frt 0.972 0.850 

Fit Protected . “ ..■ ' 0.985 7 V ~. . 0.999' 

Satd! Flow (prot) 0 3058' 0 6 3157” 0 0 “. 0 0 0 4573 1439 

Fft Permitted-~ "- 1- tW 7—9.985 .. " - -0,9997 

Satd. Flow (perm)^ 0 3058 0 0 3157 0 0 0 0 0 4573 1439 

Right Turn on Red" “ Yes Yes Yes Yes 


Sara! Flow‘(RT OR) 
Headway Factor 
Link Speed (mph) 
Mjstancelft)': 
Travel Time (s) 


y— :>w^.. _ m$£l£&c£&-.w. 

Confl. Peds 


10 189 

1.14 1.14 1.14 '"171.4 i:i4 1.14 1714 " 1.14 1.14 1.14 ‘1.14 1.14 

30 30 30 30 


AQQ 

, 0 0 .. 0 


77'0772249 7-7-189 

Split.. Pfbt 

it 


Sak lSil"FaS^ .. 0.25 “0.83 "0774 0.82.0^7 “~0.25.0725. 0.25 0:25 0!92 0.86.0:78 

Growth Factor 109% 109% 409% 109% 109% 109% 7109% 109%~”109% "109% 109% 109% 

Heavy Vehicles (°%) 0% 1% 13% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 1% 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) '0. 0 ‘""0-0 ' 0 o 0 0 0 ’ 0 0 0 

Parking (#/hr) 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 0%' o% 0% 0% 

Ad!fFlow (vph) " ' 0 655."‘W^6r'“T35.— 0.0...0 0 26 2223 189 

Lane Group Flow'(vph) 0 807 ' 0 .0 196 0 0 0 0 0 "2249 189 

Turn Type Perm Split Prot 

Protected Phases .. 2 / .2 .:."■;-* "' ' 

Permitted Phases .“" ' “ “ ~~ 2 2" 

Detector Phases 7 " .2.: 7"' 2 2 ' 7 77 ■ 1 " 1 1 

Minimum Initial (s) 470 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

Minimum Split (s). ' 21.0 77 21.0 21.0 ’ " ' 21.0 21.0 21.0 

, : .;.... : 7!*>. > X^ii7*'^-&^^''^7'’7.7vv^vvvN'.vsvv';xw..,...T^xx.-.'/X.7y : .*:.-7:i:7:%-..%'..-^<*.'VC'%%; '‘ : >:-.y7vwX..y -V. w;vi wl.'v.'.. -I ,v^7y.-Xvw>-7y7x-7&S7c7vy<-;w77-y<77>-.w.~y.:-.,>vv..vw.: v£X< w.»v\7.v: )w:A .v&2,: 

Total SplF(sf 0.0 23.0 0.0 23.0 23.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ^^0 52.0 52.0 

Total Split (%) 0% 31% 0% 31% 31% 0% 0% 0% 0%' ’69%' 69% 69% 

fetowfi 

All-RedTirneW ~ 7‘ ~ 2.0 2:0 2.0 ; 7 -- 7 "7 2.0 ' 2.0 2.0 

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead Lead 

Lead-Lag Optimize? . Yes‘l?SS7 Yes ‘Yes. 77 7 T 7 .:. :"7 Yes Yes Yes 

Recall Mode Max Max Max Max Max Max 

Act Effct Green(s). . . 20.0 '” 20.0 . 49.0 349.0 

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.2 T Q.2T 0.65 0.65 


WWMviVwi^ .'A. A.,NW^»viv;'X*VM' '-/. VAWrt»vW(WM** 

4.0 4.0 4.0 

'2*1 0 ■'’’ -721 0 ^"2T^0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ^>2.0 52.0 52.0 


Lead-Lag Optimize? . Yes Yes Yes' 

Recall Mode Max Max Max 


PM PEAK 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 


09/12/2001 


> 

— > A 

•«- V. 

A t 

A 

V | 

V 



aisiiiig 

NBL NBT 

ilfifelil 

SBL SBT 

asse 

v/c Ratio 

0.98 - 

' 0 I 3 


■V— / ' 

0 75 ! 

S3T19 

uniform Belay, af 

26.9 

21.5 



iff* 

“' 0:0 

Delay . . : : *,:■ a§ : i a;-:, : 

48.8 



9.1 

5^059 

LOS "** . 

“B 

6 



A 

A 

Approach Delay ; 

; x \ IH 

21.8 

A. M 


H! ^Ss^Sfi % 


ApproacfiTO§ 

D 

c 



A 



i 


llillllllll^lSsll 

Wlillll 


llllliijiis&J 

Area Type: CBD 

cycle Lengtn: 7o 

K ctualed'Cycle Length: 75' 

.’Sx^X. ~ 

mm -JiMMmm 

■■NMI 





Offset: 20 (27%), Referenced to phase 2: EBWB, Start of Greer. 
NatulefCycieroO ' ...... ...~ 

Control Type Pretimed 

Maximum v/c Ratio:5.98'“ * ' ^ 

InterspaidrtSignaiDelay: 18.7 Intersection LOS: B 

Intersection capacity Utilization 89.9% ICU Levelof Service D 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 


09/12/2001 



> 

-H. 

> 

< 


^ 

t 

A 

V 

I V 

5 ism 



HB 



HIHS 

NBI 

nbr 

sbl 

BiS3l^8SplSi 

Lane Configurations 
ldeafFldwTvbhrilV577i 

H190QI 

4t 

S1900 “ 

1900“ 

mmmmsom 

149001 

W900I 

4ttT» 

71900 " 

71900* 

19007 

71900 ”1900 




Lane^Widtft(ft) 
Grade (%) 

Storage Le ;. (ft) 


"tit" .12 


0 0 


If 

msmi. 


12 




12 12 

W' ;.r *$* sj<sr~ 

”0 : " 

__ ---- $ 

Toiftlsflimels)— 

LeadingDetectdr (ft y*r~; "50 ""'507"”—' -:-50"’ 


T2 12 


Trailing Detector (ft) 



ri- <Xv^W}^l>SSj2X<>^>i 

0 


9 15 


$8gW-, 


'iigi.iy^ -~w v.yftyv»»v..vyy■.Vw.s '-.vans 

Lane UtiTFactor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95 


0% 

w<-> ,<iov^v>.l.v .■>^'y>yx7k7sv777' 7 ”.x^y^.X'£y7.vk*77i7x7: 

0 0 

U 

^o 

50 50 

0 0 

15'v 

(tie 


"IT 

0 

“Hr 


"if 

;: s V 

ip! 

& 37tf 


T 

l» 


“Ht 


."“6 

'3.0"".3.0 




9 15 

0.86 0786 1.00 


vwvv yy yy. 


1.00 Too 


Ped Bike Factor " 7 
Frt 

FitProfected 
SaifFlowtprotf 
Fit Per mitted ! 

*£^>&>?^W?Wivy£Xj>^wiwCw3Aw!vK««»!£>ivi'X , 5vJ<wiv*v'i**W*w 

Satd. Flow (perm) 




-vk::■ J'ib7\ : ', : ' '; 


0.975 


*111111111 

^M»>WvXCW.^ >X 


vx-'lxVy ~~y y»—xvc70>>xyx&>..' -xk 

0 3123 0 


0.996 
0 998 

0 2993 0 0 5695 


' ' v .. ' I: ' ' v ' '^'t'^«.i 

•yyXwy.<*v>;?SR*Ww>X X'iSw'&i&SyXvSvvvS. />rfVrtwX-; 


0.723 ' ' ' • ..'7 

&v7-#»yw^x • V. - v.7;-.v ^_-■•■.\^VS^SVVW^ ; »x' ^ ^V^.V^W^. ■■^.■/•■^'.'.V.'Ja'.W.A 

0 2333 0 0 2993 


0 

0 


0 

T 


"O' 

T 


0 0 5695 

' - - ••- - ~ ' "" Yes ' ~7 ' v '?/^-' v ~?' Y 0 S " ' 7 V ~ V — . - - Ygg 

' “ " ’' it) ^ 11 M 

1.14 1.14 1714 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 , 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1714 

, . — -- £ * MB - “ -"""'# --- 


{pp^KSfRed 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) '" 

Readwav^Factor 11 

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 

- ‘1800 ' ' ' ' ’ ~'1800 
40.9 40 9 


Unk Distance fit! 
Travel Time (s) 


~i800 ™ ~ 1800 


40.9 


^0 

|t800; 

■&■.<:' '. • • 7 

40.9 


Volume (vph) ' 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 
Gorifl7Bikes^/hr)” 1 

361 179 

0 - 0 74 '13 "47 1582 — 32 “ * 0 0 0 

PeaFHour Factor 

0.78 

0.73 

"'0.25” 0.25' 0.74 0765"“ 0778‘"”0."Sl' ”“0767 "0.25 “ ^S ” 0.25 

Growth Factor 

mmwz 

109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 

Heavy Vehicles (%) 

0 % 

2% 

0% 0% 7% 0% 21% 2°?0 6%^6°7o 6% 0% 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 
Parfcing't^/hr) 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) ■ 

0 0 

™ ‘ 7 0% 

1 1:7'0- ■■“'.' 0 % “707 .“ 0 .. ■• ra —*$ ■”■•”07" ~: o " " 0 . 0 

" 0 % • ' * ” 0 %.“ 0 %" ” - 

..'v77'--X X-yi^X'jlX•.■-'. ’ y : _y vy^?^yx7l'yyX^lv-.^\svwo. ^ 


La 3roup Flow (vph} 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
PerminecI Phases “ i ““ 
Detector Phases 
Minimum Initial (s) “ "' 
Minimum Spfit (s) 

'■■'■‘■ ■sZ\^.-/&***''■ AjUv.-.-.V.:'. sA»v-4 

Total Split (s) 

Total Split(%) e 7 " 
Yellow Time (s) ' 

AIltRedpme (s) 
Lead/Lag 

Lead-Lag Optimize? 
Recall Mode 
Act Effct Green (s) 
Actuate g/C'Ratio"™"”" 


0 

Perm 


771 

2 


2 2 
4.0 470 

27.0 27.0 0.0 0.0 


'131 

2 

™' y '”2" 

'4:6 

21.0 

"W .o 


0 2171 

split 1 

- -I- - i 


m 




771 ' v 

' ”470 w iT6 

7^2 T^O " '^21 ^0/ 


0.0 48.0 4870 


36% 36% 0% 0% 36% 0% 64% 64% 

""""f:6 w ' . " . 


2.0 

** s tag " 

Yes 


3.0 
2.0 
““Lag 
Yes 
“Max ’ 
24.0" 
6.32 1 


2* q x ; 






PiUpr: 


3.0 370 

7 2 Q ■ ■'777xti!^:^ w/ i ^/^2 'Q 

^....,™.....:;!..,^ " -|_ ea g 

l^iax " lytax^^flax 

"” ''”“0732" "“”” ; ^”‘ a8i TO6" 


6:6 0.6' 

0% o%i 


0.0 

7Q?A1 


'670 

• 0 % 



"'^ "V ' ' -y--- ' . *%. y . ." 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 


09/12/2001 


< a t r v i v 



Area Type: CBD 

^ jj | yJT' ' ' ~ ' " ' - -- ^ sr*-. 

Actuated Cycle Length: 75 

Offset: 33 (44%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green " . “" '" ' '" ' ~ ' ' 

Natural Cycle: 45 

0OfltfO f Ty p C * P retimed : '- r ' '“' ' \W-~T : ‘"‘ ”' v ;'Wf«w?'r , : .- : . r .- ? ;-.w : ^,w---,,^w.-.,-~ : ^,-^ -.-. >^*v 

M^imum^c'RaBorL03 ' .* *” ”” w ' 

Intersection Signal Delay: 23.0 ; ;. Intersection LOS: C . 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 80.3% ICU Level of Service D 

dl Defacto Left Lane: Recode with 1 though lane as a left lane.. r ‘ ‘ " ~ - ' 

Splits and Phases: 16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

46: Scott Street & Washington Street 


09/12/2001 


< t A V | V 


issrassetKimi 


Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Lane'Width "(ft) 

Grade (%) \ ? 

Storage Length "(ft) 
Storage Lanes' 

Total Lost Time (s) ‘ 
LeadingDetector (ft) 
T railing Detector (ft) 
Turning Speed (mph) 
Lane Util. Factor 

Ped BikeFactor 

... 

Fit Protected ■' 

Satd. Flow (prot) 

Fit Permitted 
Satd" Flow (perm) 
Right Turn on Red 
Sat&! Flow (RTOR)' 
Headway Factor 
Link Speed (mph) 
Linkpistance (ft) 
Travel Time (s) 
VOUTO (*ph) 

Confi. Peds. (#/hr) 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr)/ 
Peak Hour Factor 




1900 1900 1900 

" 12 "12 "12" 

'0% w r —B S 




mu 


........... Q 


4T» 

1900 1900 1900 1900 

. 

8gg ? — " ~"ZZ 0% 

“'■'0"'" ! “ “‘"0 ' 

I 0 0' 

*y..s .'I*/A"..*AS... r'|'*V' . aA-A A.S - ..*’. A - . 

3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

SH0 1 50 50 


0 0 

- ' g ■ - ■■■■ ^ ^ V■■■■■■•* •■■■■ 

1 -V . ... s a . .. . a. a a . 

0.95 0.95 0.95 


4t» 

1 900 ; 1900 1900T1900 
12 .12'" 12 12 

t;:.. q% 

0 '“"" 0".. 0 

0 0 ..0 

3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

—150 r —50” 

0 0 

y lo y 

WolfwTi 


0.945 

0.978 

2742 

0.813 

2279 


0.914 
r-;~0.996 

vavs. . . . - - ■ ...s.V. ~.,.. 

0 2878 




wmr 


0 0 3054 0 


0 3054 
0.903 
''<T"2774 


— "•" ^03' ' T~ 


0 

1 Yes 


. 0:996 

0.989 
0 2674: 

0.833 
0. 2252 


1.14 1.14 


: i.14 1.1 

wmsw .— 

40.9". 


14 1.14 T.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 ■ 


. • ■ QQQ ■' •: — ~ v.- aw»- . -• 


30 

" 1800 "^ 
40.9 


1.75 0 


Growth Factor 109% 109% 109% “109% "109% 109% 109% 109% 

Heavy Vehicles (%) 9% 0% 15% 13% 2% 2% 33% 1% 


Parking (#/hr) ” 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 

Adj. Flow (vph) 52 

Lane Group Flow (vph) O 

.-.V. V.W.'^VWvV.vX^>AASV*V. -V-VV^AV. . V.V.V. •_ . . VA’.vXvAV 

Turn Type Perm 


0% T5%" 

0% T- ’ 


14% 

0 


i1Q9% 


A ■ ................. * AAA 

105 39 292 


Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Detector Phases 
Minimum Initial (s) 
Minimum Sprit (s) 

Total Split (s). " 

Total Split (%) 

Yellow Time (s) 
All-Red Time (s) 
Lead/Lag 

Lead-Lag Optimize? 1 
Recall Mode 
Act Effct Green (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 




2 

2 2 

4.0.'"4.0 

21.0 21.0 
" 25.0 25.0 

42% 42% 

" 3.0 Iro 
2.0 2.0 
Lag Lag 
Yes Yes 
None ’ None 


43" 13 65.105 39 

0 | pop 183 0 0 

* "Perm 

H^M S— 1 

. i 

'■ V^>jv.S<V^>Pw^vX.A^A^-X'>^.A ^ J.V. . IS^. WV^iyVV>>i^l-^vi-~A-VVv'vA^AW^-.VVVVVAW^W^»^->>X-^AV>l^ , A-: 

4.0 4.0 4.0 

..21.0 21.0 ' 27.0 

0.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 35.0 

' 0% 42% 42% 0% 58%' 

To" - ' 3 ^ m - ■ 


m -"" o% i 


;,V|/ 1 


188 17 

266 1 M "0 




27.0 27.0 


4.0.4.0 

'1^^'^27”0~27'0'T 

0.0 35*0 ' 35:0 0.0 


"58% ” 0%: "58% 58% 0% 

3.0 3.0 3.0 


None None 


' 2.0 2.0 2.0 

Lag”"’ ...Lead Lead ’ 

Yes Yes Yes 

None Min Min 


10.6 in 

V. AAAQ ^^■ 0 *" 


•VV...VW. 'a. y.^ V^-A-A..' " 


aran 


21.4 


2.0 

Lead 

Yes 

"Min 

"21.4" 

0.57 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

46: Scott Street & Washington Street 


v/c Ratio 0.18 

Uniform Delay, dl 6.5 

DSfay ’ 4.8 

' " A.“ ' 

Approac tiTDelay ; . "~T 4.8.. ~ “ 

Approach LOS .'.' ’ A . 


in 


09/12/2001 


< ^ t A V | V 





Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 60 

Actuated’Cycle Length: 37.4 ' 

Natural Cycle: 50 
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncbofd " 
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.23 " ' 

Intersection Signal Delay: IT* 

Intersec^on’Capacity Utilization 35,6% 


Intersection LOS: A. 


ICU Level of 5 






Splits and Phases: 46: Scott Street & Washington Street 


I mmv. 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

43: Perry Street & Washington Street 10 / 18/2001 

> ^ V V V 


Lane Configurations 
Sign Control ' 

Volume (veh/h)“ 1 

Peak Hour Factor 025 
Hourly flow rate (vefvh) *4 


4f tfc 

Stop Stop 


0.88 

9 


61 


fmm 



27 

> :0^61?I0.55I$16.69 




Volume Total (vphj 

7 6 

41 

375 

283 

22 


Volume Left (vph) . 

4 0 

0 

0 

283 



Volume Right (vph) 

0 0 

0 

355 

6 

22 


Hadj (s) 

Departure Headway (s) 
Degree;Utilization, x 
Capacity (veh/h) 

0.1 0.0 

"• e:o.i:s 

0.01 0.01 

562 576 

" O.t) 

0.06 

515 

-0.5 0.4 

5.0 5.9 

618 601 

-0.6 

50 

0.03 1 

711 

~: |||f| 


Control Delay (s) 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 


Delay •- 

HCM Level of Service 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 


09/12/2001 


< ^ t r v i v 


Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Lane Width (ft) 
Grade(%) '"' 7 " 

Storage Length (ft) 


1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 19001900 


12 12“ 


u/o 

0 0 


0 0 


v , u% --jr 

0 0 0 


ptorapXSnds ."". 1 7 ~ ".'.. .0 1 

fotalTdst'Tiffie (s)' w — : 3.0 "" 'Sto “3.0 3. 

Leading-Detector (ft) * ~ 50 50 ~ ’ **.* 5 

Trailing Detector (ft) 0 0 1 

Turning Speed (mph) 15 .. 9 1 

P©d BiKeTado?^ ^ ^ 

FtT “ ”-- - 0 ‘; 911 - - ■ ■ ■■■ ‘ ~~ 


U 1 U 1 u 

3J0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 7“ 3.0 3.0 


>0 . 50. """'. 50 '50 . 77 " .' 50 50 - 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

| fj: •:•:••; ••••• •• •• :••'••'- —■ ---• -.-.■,jpj•■■■•■>■ --■■•-■•■-■- - ■" ' - g >-> — ” 'I ^ V? ** w •'■"''■''' vv g 

mf Too" “Too".Too ^loir^.oTtf^i.od 


Q ^ ^ .w.- ^ -* ^ 

- , »,;*Aw.. ' VW-,,V- - — '--W V v, s' 


0.904 


r;;—; " ■-?.'7-77IIF.ppia 

0.960 0998 


Fit Protected 0.950 “■ ' 0.950 ' ~. “7~ 0.950 ' *.~ :. 0.950 . : 

!MrTOvvTpfar^^®» "^9 ^HfnW , ^PT 89 ^ 4 , 6 «. “”.0' 1606 1690 ""'".“0 


Fit Permitted '' ‘ 

0 678...- 

22^”" s"s > ^y.>y._vy.w^^ -gy ^ VS 7^- y r.''7 ,W 7~ vr *"' 


Sara. Flow (perm) 

1 T 591549 6 

“586 1488 * “0 381 '1464 0 1139 1690 

0 

lives 


Satd. Flow”(RTdR) 138 ‘ 79 '35 2' 

Headway Factor' 1.14 1.14 1.14 ' 1 :i 4 - - 1:14 ~U4 1.14 " 1.14“" 1.14 1.14 -1.14 

Link Speed (mph) ' .' 30"".~-~~- 30 ' .. ■**"****»**%$ 

Pnk Distance (ft) “ ■" r.*" 1800 ’ ™ . . .—7‘71800- ' ~T^T800-- 1800 

TfaverTime (s)...~'4(5f9 *. “. ***^§8* -*“*“--40.9-- 409* 

Volume(vph) ” 14 ‘ 95 '119 ' ' 6 28 * 752-12 - 68 "22 _X53 " 523 

Cohfl. Peds. (#/tir) ^ ~. " N ~’“' ““ v " Wv 

S^HouTFdctoF *0.70 0.85 “0:73 “ 0750 * OTO^ 0.86^ 0.60^77 0.69 0.96 0.84 


1.14* 114 1.14 1.14 1.14 

' "30 ' '. ^ ^ 30 

"•J0QQ - 180®|I||pi| 

^T079‘^"^ ' 4oi 


Bus Blockages (#/hr) ' 0 0 ‘ 0 ’ O'.0 O' 

Parking (#/hr) 



10%" : m 


"0% 


0% 

111 

■'"13' 

4*r 79 

22 

““96. 

35 174 

679 

9 

:: ' ...l 3 .. 

Perm 

123 0 

22 

Perm 

131 

“ 0 174 

Perm 

688 

0 


Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm 

Protected Phases . ' '""'^2'"7:77'7" ' .; ■■' 2 tT “ T " *.•.1 : 

Permitted Phases 2 2 11 

Detector Phases ~ ' 2 . 2 ■ 2 .2.1.. ; 1 /.:' " T 1 

iSr^ffllf.4:0 . CO ' . .^... . 4;0 ^ Q s.,.... .. 4 _ Q . 4;0 


M inimum Initial (sf 
Minirmim Sprit (s) 7 : 

Totai Spiff (sf . 

Total Split (%) 
Yeliow Time ts) 
All-Red Time (s) 
Lead/Lag. 


21:0 21.0 21.0 21.0 ' 9:0 " 9.0 9.0 9.0 

25.0 25.0 6.0 25.0 25 .( 1 ^ o.O B.O 35.0 0.0 35.0 35.0 0.0 

42%. 42% 0% *42%—*42% ■ 0% "“58% 58% ’ 0% 58% |f 8%TV'0% 

1 3.0“ 3:0. 3.0 .3 . 6 ' w “'' . .3.0 3.0 . ’ 3.0 3.0 

7 ?«. 2 . 0 — 2.0 -~ 2:0 " 2.0 “ — ” 2.0 “ 2.0 “ 2 .0 ' 2.0 

Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead Lead Lead 


Lead-Lag Optimize? 

v ~ Yes "Yes 

... Yes yes 

" Yes Yes " 

YesYes 

Recall Mode 

Max Max 

Max Max 

Max Max 

Max Max 

ActEffcTGreen (s) 1 , 


; 22.0 : 22.0 

" • ' ' 32.0 32.0 

32.0 32.0 

Actuated g/C Ratio 

0.37 0.67 

0.37 0.37 

.. 0 : 53 “ 0.53 

6:53 0.53 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 


09/12/2001 


> 


> < 


< A t A V [ V 


v/c Ratio 0.05 0.46 0.06 0.21 0.11 0.16 0.29 0.76 

Uniform Delay, dl f2.3 73 12.3 AA 6.9 57T^ 7.7 Tl.O 

%w S O " '-- ^ 0 ^ "*?"* ^ 5 0 - ” ~ 8 1 13 2 ^ 

..;■•.•• ' ■■ ww. “'• .- “ ^| p ' w.-/- •--. 


^3V : : -8.3 6,8 5*9 

Approach LOS AAA 


B 


Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Lengthf60-^".'7:r™' ~ - ™—^ ~. . 

Actuated CycIeLength: 60 

OfSet:lfp3%)lRefefehced m:ph^ :?r 

Natural Cycle: 55 

Control TyperPretimed-'*'-" t- - * "-r - 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.76 
Intersection Signal Delay: m2 ' ” "Intersection LOS: B 

intersection Capacity Utilization 72.8% .... “TCUTevel of Service C 


...vs .....:.-..... . - •...:.• .w.v.v.. .;«-. .•■•.v.w.w. ** . .^.W.'/.v^rf-.vmww’ 






: i5 j. fr.*?. ' * ’ 


Splits and Phases: 36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 


it .i 

a2 

:::: 

25s • Hi ■'■ :■- ■ ■ ■ i 1 :.:'■ 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 


09/12/2001 



> - > 


t A V 

1 V 





: ':; : 


Lane Configurations 

ldea|p|OW(vphpi) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

‘Cane vVicfth (ft) mm® 


12 


12 


12 


12 


12 


12 




12 


12 


12 


12 


Grade (%) .:. o% o% " ' . —"o% ~ 

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Storage Lines “.'.~.. 0 ' ” 0 ' 0 ' 0~ “ 0 ’ *“ ' 0 0 . 

Lpdffig detector (ft) ' 50 ” 50 BTr^TV”..™ 50 50 

TrailinglDetector (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 

TumingSpeed (mph) 15.9 15 . . 9—15 9 —15 

CaTOC3ffa3M ? ^^T!8^TO^TIB^Wnnw , T!oo^TooT3^T!oaoBS^5r 

Ped Bike Factor ®* 


95 


1.00 




- v^-... -.- -.•••. •• S..-.-^,.-:,,*-,-..,-^.-*.::,,- ■ A~ V WA •*/<«*• y^.W-WM^V-W/.; 

V . '.. ,* . .....:■- *■ . .--. . . --.v, ■*• ■.. ' .A ■ . ■ . .V‘.W--. . VA^W*/'. ,,•.... 

0.981 


tVtSP&Ktt&K”'' {WWW** 

_ ^ . ^ .. : ' ,-VV*? , - 

0 '31 05.. ""if' “If ■'* 

0 3105 0 





"O' :a “d 0 -legs” 


27 








‘ ~ ir T:' 0.995 — T 

0 0 3147 0 

WjM\ ^^^(^995‘' : p^^fT 

0 0 3147 0 

Yes 

•ww»..vW&**vw;^X-X 


, Ye$ 

i''$i^&£s83iS6S8St& 


Frt ~'" 

mmMjmsd' 

Satd. Flow (prof) 

Fft Perrnitted1 11 PHI 
Satd. Flow (perm) 

RighfTurn ortRedf? B 

SaffFliwtifo^ 

Headway Factor SST 
Link Speed (mph) 

UnK Distance fflt)llp 
Travel Time (s) 

PW»! 

ConfirPeas.(#/hrP 

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 7“ ■ ■ W^Ti frB':iiCllSlg :; '“' : '~7" : ': 7; ''•'7r j7~;~ ^.\v - ..• 

Peak Hour Factor 0.54 0.92 0.50 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.79 0.75 0.71 0.93 0.90 

Gmwth Factor -109% 109% 109% ‘109% 109% T09%“ 109%' 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 

’Vehicles (%) 4% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 


1.14 1.14 1.14 i;i4" '1.T4 1714' 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 

.30 " 3fr “* '30 30 

. wm8 oo - 7 T?r~~~: ,~isoo - •••-•:-“'• ~ isoo V 1 

40.9 


1800 
.40.9 


\j U - (1 

.«»• 


BusBtodcages (#/hr) .0 ^0 ^ 0 ' 0 0 0 ^ 0' 0 . 0 ™0. 0 q 

Parking' (#/hr) .'.'” . ^. 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) ' 0% . .. .;" 0% B.B. v 0% ' ' ' .. 0%.. 

A'dj. Flow (vph) . 57.171. 33 " 0 0 6 d..210 '. 31 . 61 ' ’ 611 0 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 261 0 0 0 0 0 241 0 0 672 0 

Turn Type Perm Perm 

rroiecieo rnases .-•/-&;. ..:-;i ; ... : - 

Permitted Phases 2 2 11 

4.0 4.0. .”'...^ 4.0 4.0 4.0 


Defector Phases 

bf$s<‘ : x£ ■■.'■asmi- 

Minimum Initial (s) 
Minimum Split (s) '“ " 
Total Split (s) 

Total Split (%) ; 

^eiiowTimelir 

All-RedTime (s)' 
Lead/Lag 

lead-Lag'Otftumfee? I 
RecaliMode 
ActEffct3Sreen"(s)|| 
Actuated g/C Ratio 


'21.0 21.0'—r“ 

38% 38% 0% 0% : 

3.0 


- r~ v •'•;•;"~" '.T'r?r 

0 0 OW 


0. 


21.0 " . ‘ 21.0 21.0 
40.0 O.O" 40.0.40.0 


3.0 

m m 

.Lag 

gf'es | 
Max 


■ c 


0% 0% 62% ” 0% 62%' 62% 

3.0 3.0' 


070 

ms 


Awiwi»AVA'>!C > .l 


2.0 
‘ Lag 
: :Yeg 
“Max' 
22101 
0.34 


3.0 

:2:ov 


2.0 2.0 


. „ -- - - 

Lead 

' Yes ■' 

™ Lead Lead “ 

Yes Yes ' 


Max 

Max Max 


' 37.0 ' 

87.0 


0.57 

0.57 

001 No-Build ETC (2007) - 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 


09/12/2001 


> < 


< A t A V \ V 



Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 65 . ' " ' 

Actuated CycleLengtn: 65....~ ..~.. . w 

Offset: 20 (31%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL; Start of Green" ' r 

Natural Cycle: 45..... .. .~ 

Control Type: Pretimed “ - '* -- 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.38 

Intersection Signal Delay: 9.0 ' intersection LOS: A " . 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.3% ICU Level of Service A 

Splits and Phases: 31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 

it .1 _ J 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

21: Court Street & Franklin Street 


09/12/2001 


t r v \ v 



IJnjYj 


WE&m 






PI&MS1 

iHElrM 





miisM 

mm 

mmm 


|||H 


mm 

12^31 




I sj jyp 

fr |"«! j _ }), 


BErai 







! 

1 Sr—III 















iisgs 





bbss 











< *j. 



|||||||| -">■: 



wtfs 

■ttSSi 

■wEBM 

■ii:f 

mu 

jj|f||£t 

mm 

gflraQtr 



mmm 



Detector Phases 

Minimum Initial (s) 

2 

2 

4.0 


2 1 1 
4.0 4.0 4.0 

ll|I|||:f 


SUB 

Minimum Spfrt (s) > 

' 21.0 " 

wxm 


21 0 21.0 21.0 




Totai Split (s).. 

40.0 

40.0 0.0 

0.0 

40.0 o.o 16.6 3d.o 

0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 

Total Split (%) 

57% 


0 %§ 

57% 0% 43% 43% 

0 % 

0 % 0% 

0 % 


. —^ .ft 

o. — 

75 ' ' 


1.14 1.14 1.14 11 

4 1 14 1 14 1 

14 1.14 1.14 1.14 

' 1.14 

. 3Q ■*-* *~“'3 

6 

30 30 


Wmm 


00 1800 


40.9 4 

0.9 4( 

).9 40.9 


wm%£< 

mamum. m m 

m- . % ........ 

" ~~0 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

21: Court Street & Franklin Street 


09/12/2001 


> 


> < A t A v J 


v/c Ratio . 

HI. ggm - 

o.46 

' s S3fsS3 



Uniform Delay, dl 

8.4 7.8 

13.7 




Delay ' . 

8.6 : 8.0 ■ 

14 0 


ill 

illtl^ 

LOS 

A A 

B 




Approach Delay ' 
Approach LOS 

8.6 8.0 

14.0 

HHI 



A A 

B 





Area Type: CBD 

.Cycle Length:TO t ~ ”7 ”- : J 

Actuated Cycle Length: 70 .' . 

Offset: 0 (0%),“Referenced tp pdase^2 :EBWB^Start of Greeny™ ~ 

MafuraitSycle: 45 . .. 

CorrtrdtType: Pretimed.” ;.., ‘ "~T'~. : I. 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.46 

Intersection Signal Delay: 10.3 . :^T"Intersection LOS: B ' .. “ T.. 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 48.2% ICUTevel of Service A 




uzl _. < H 


Splits and Phases: 21: Court Street & Franklin Street 



\ bI 

a2 

=□ 



4Gts> ! S . ' 

■1 m 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
26: Court Street & Pearl Street 


09/12/2001 



> 

- 

> 

< 

- 

< A t 

A 

V 

I 

V 


syiSlip 



%8vl§lS 




SBL 


Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow Tvbhon 

'1900' 

71900 

11:9001 

"1900 

4t 

S90S 

11900111190011119001 

1900 r 

119001 

4tt» 

1900 

T900 


12 


Lane Width'(ft) 

Grade {%) T2... __ . .. 

StorageTength (ft) ’ O' 
Storage Lanes 11 0 

Total Lost Time (s) 3.0 

Leading DetectorTft) 

■: .. ,. ■ ■ ... ' ;* * ,. . ... * .. .. 

Trailing Detector (ft) 

TUmjpg Sp eed (mp h) 
Cane'tltifTactor 
Pea Bj^ Factor 
Fft 

Fltprotected 
SatdrFlow 
Fit Permitted iw 
SatdT Flow (perm) 
RigtTtfrurfpf|Red 
Safcl .‘F low“(RTOR) 



0 %" 







"3.0-3T0 

r "50 '1- 50 

’ o. 

‘ 15‘ 71 

0T95 0.95 



3.0 


0 3121 0 





0 0 


0-0 4181 




0 


0 2965O- 

........ 

51 


0 2855 


- -v ■ .;• ■-:,:.. 0.994 - 

0 4181 0 


0 0 0 0 

.. "• ' " '-■ ‘ :' ....«... 


„ Yee 

—Xs x.l-.wi'-.sv—'•<!’. s.. .-AvlS 

244 


..^^rf'^isoo:' ~ 1800 

40.9 40.9 


Headway Factor. 1.14 1.14 T.14' 1.14 ~T. 14 114' 1.14 1.14 114 1:14 1:14 1.' 

Link Speed (mph) 30 ;59 30 30 

LiriHQjstance ft) \ 1800 — 

Travel Time (s) ' 40.9 ' 40:9" 

Volume'(vph) '... O .172 ‘ 752 ” ". 29 - ~345 7 ' "0.10 ” 0.0' ' 42 232 119 

ConOeds^^T ^^^^"mmMMm 
Conti. Bikes (#/hr) ' ~ 1 7 ' ~-..-r.~rr-^-<-% . ... — * ■* 

PeakflourFactor 0.90 0.67 0.8T 0.73 0.75 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 



Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 O ' " " 0 0 -0 0 " 0 ”" "0 0 r 0 0 " “10 

Parking (#/hr) 

"Sor ' X ~ 0. 0-0. 0 - 83 346 259 

mm 


:.' -- - U To . -'V 

" '05 " 


Mid-Block Traffic (%) 

Ad) Flow (vph) "' ” 0 

Lane Group Flow (vph) ” 0 345 

turn Type 


Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 


si 


I3ff 




43 

07 '-'-o'- 

.D.P+P 

.2 

■”ir 


mms 


WawMw. 


Perm 


iHiiiaai 






Detector Phases 

V 

::— '~~r?rr%zv 



Minimum Initialts) 

4.0' 


4.0 

4.0 


Mipirmim; Spnt(s)ljlv 

- --- ■' ” 21 Q 

: . ■ ...... ; 

““8 0 

;;<...: §Mf\,~\\ 'if^ W/iffi 

Total Spirt (s) 

0.0 34.0 

0.0 

8.0 ' 42!0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.0 

28.0 0.0 

Total Split (%) 

0% 49% 

0% 11% 60% 0% 0% “"'0% 0% 40% 

40% 0% 


All-Red Time ( s)~ 
Lead/L'ag 
Lead-Lag Optimize? 
Recall 



2.0 


' 'Min 
13.1 
' 0.33 


1.0 

Lag 

Yes 

None 




0.46 




^^0~2O| 

Lead Lead 

"’Yes "’Yes'" 

lOiin'"' Min 

. -- — V . . ^ ■ - ff ^ ... 

0.31 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
26: Court Street & Pearl Street 


09/12/2001 



> 

— > 

< - < \ 1 

A V | V 

Lane Group 

tut- 



T NBR SBL SBT SBR 

v/c Ratio 

Uniform Delay, di 
Delay 

ApproadiDefay 


0.34 

8.4 

9.0 

■.s;o " 

041 

si .‘ '"" 

“ . 6.2 ^ —..™ 

'»*»*«• ** •■ '• ■ •"• ~yy^y-g- y■ '• • ■••'■■■■• y v -.yy~ -"-~A-..y-: 

0.47 

.6.8“ 

A ' *- - A- * -A -. *. ■'*' >Vv y.-* '■/ ™ 

Approach LOS 


A 

A 

A. 



■ 

II 

| 

Area Type: 

Cvcle Lehdth:T0 ’ 1” 

CBD 

** ' ““*ra 





Actuated Cycle LengthT*40'' 

NaturaPCycleTAO r ^ 

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated 
Maximum v/c Ratio. 0 47 ~ ~ ~ ' - ~ ~ ~ 

fffiiecSSnsigrwffiel^TS.. Intersectldnt’OST^ ' ~ ^ "* 








5% ' ' ICU Level of Service TV" 






Splits and Phases: 26: Court Street & Pearl Street 


^ ol 

m2 

"T* 1 a3 

128*-.-. 

1 k 1 

SS»i smm 
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URS Corporation 


Traffic Impact Study 


Section 5-6 
ETC + 5 / No Build / PM Peak 



Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


09/12/2001 



> _* 

> 

< 


A t A V 1 V 




llmsJil 



Lane Configurations 
IdeafFlow ®bhbh 

■ ”:i900'“19Q0" 

"19005 

519061 

4 

1900 1900 

4^ 

T900T190011190Q2H900 TT900111900 




L ine"width (ft) 

Grade (%rj_ 

Stdrage Length (ft)™ 
§to rage'Lanes ' 

TotarLdsfrimetsf 

E^ing' Depctp lP) 
Trailing Detector fftf 
| ^ &1glS|3fed:(pjtO 
LaneDtilfFactor 
Ped Bike Factor 
Frt 

Fit Protected 
Satd. Flow (pro 
fft Permitted 



0 




12 12 


wCCWWW-Ay^‘v/^vXv^i 

12 

is 

0% 

—‘ A ' V ^T-T 


0 “ 

n 

"d 


7110- 


11 


3.0 

'3:0 


" 50 

50 



"'“""0 

.0." 


9 

j«| 


119 

1.6& 1.00 

Ifli 

~o:95 6795 


B Big 

o:q26 


Satd. Flow (permf “ 
Right Turn on Red 
iatd: Flow (RTORf"" 
Headway Factor 7" 
0nl7speed‘(mph) 
Unk Distance (ft) 
Travel Time (s) 
Volume (vph) 
Confl.Peds. (#/hr) 
Gonfl. Bikes (#/hr) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Growth Factor' 
/enicles 



" ’"Yes” 

1.14 1.14 1.14 

' '§0 
mmmr ' 1800 
40.9 

■''"TO: ? ;™™i24’'':'T27-: : 


msmtfflvsp&v. 


! '0.987" 

'b 1iyr“ 

0.725 ' 

.r w 

v ||!|||i|i! 


114 114 

30 
1800 

4 “ 

' 79“-' 258H 




0.935 

—Q gg 0 j 

0 0 3011 0 

y~ ■•''•■' - ~~ ' - ■• <*a A"A/a' X VAX AV; -Q ggg- , t 

-v.vi7i7>> / .v-.‘l6xv.-.v..vi»/.' 'a-.v-v.w'.v. ^~V...-' ■ v.-_^ * 

0 0 0 0 0 3011 0 


0 0 0 


Wwwwfc^*ivW©A'AW?Awi 


*Tes __ 

296 


1.14' 1.14 ~ 1.14 “"1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 


~“3'0 

1800 
' 40^9 
0 0 


0.25 


§ 0 " 

-“To? 

,21 276" "143 


0.84 0.72 0.76 0.88 0.25 6.25 025 0.25 0.60 1.00 0.57 

®« 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% V118% 118% 118% 118%' 118% 

0% 6% C)% 1% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%1% 0% 

™"g ~ 'o q q - ' 0 — 0 ‘ -0 -—~~0 — -0" 0 


Bus Blockages (#/hr) 

Par&^0tfv 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 
Adj Flow (vph) 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 
turn Type 
protected Phases 
Permitted PHases 




HR 0%' 

'* sl b fit 

0 382 

.A\ , Aw,vr>Ws^vXW'^^wi % *^I 


208 

0 


2 


123 

0 

-A Cl /, 

Perm 

' 1 


~““0% 

SSSSSgSa&P 

346 

IPH 


D 


0 

0: 


gp 

6 

0 




a-A^!^{w viC'^faCc, Cm-ifoxw 


m 


0 61 

0 0 
Perm 

w ' u * 1 




5683 


m 




Detector Phases 
iTlinimum Initial (sf 

2 

4.0 

: mis 

b n ^2 ■>' 

'•1,.. ' ; t 4 7111'-' - ; ' : i 

4.0 

RlSISIliil® 

iij^ 

s ’"IS 

V^ivC AXC W*v. v.^'/>A% > 

4.0 

- .' -■- - . , ■ - - ----- '■ ■ -■ - 

4.0 

Mihirmim Split (s) 

21.0 


21.0 

'21.0-- 

IT? SM-/ -;'7 


-f ■w W.WV AV. ‘ ^ 

21.0 


Total spur ([sf “ 

01T~ 35.0 

6. 

:6*. 35 : 0 “ 

35.0 0.0 

"6.6™" 

" 0 : 0 " 

670 

35.0 

" 35 : 6 "" 

To.o 

Total Split (%) 

Yellow Time (s) 

0%' 50% 
3.6 

" 0%' 50% 

50% 0% ' ‘ 0% 

iCvX^ciJiBlw-i'icCCv WK^iwJCwv.?; 

3.0 

0% 

0% 

!cv>C:n£v;-**?w&<SS- 

50% 

3.0 

50% 1 “"“0% 

3'JO 

All-Red TTrne (s) ™""“' 

2.0 


Pi mi 

■ 2.0. .. 




2.0 

2.0 


Lead/Lag 

tag 


Lag 

'"’"Lag""’"'"'"' 




l!ead 

Lead" 



Yes 


Yes 

Yes 



l^lii 

HP1S 

Yes 


MeraTl^ode” 

Max* 


" M ax " 

""Max" 




Max"" 

Max" 


ActEffdi Green (s) 

™rr&«wr^2Tr- 

'imm 

'■:SVCV,XAV.‘XV.V-.‘.V.V*'.*;<^V>A 


"TUI' 

li?- ; ’j 

A-M'CC 'A^.OC-X-iXCC-.^S.'.C^-X'X-: WJwACv 


~~3Z0 ^|F~“7 

Actuated g/C Ratio'’"""''" 

0146 



““0.46 





0.46 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


> - > a 


09/12/2001 


< A t A V | V 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

6: E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 


09/12/2001 


< A t r V \ v 


Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Lane Width "(ft) 

Grade (%) ' 

Storage Length (ft) 
StorageLanes 
Total Lost Time (s) 
Leading Detector (ft) 
Trailing Detector (ft) 
Turni ng Speed (mph) 
Lane Util’ Factor’ 
Ped Bike Factor 

Ff - ‘ 

Fit Protected 
Satd. Flow (prot) ’ 

Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
Right Turn on Red 
Satfflow(RTOR) 
Headway Factor 
tink'Speed (rriph) 
Linkpistance (ft) 

Travel’Timers) ” ’ 

Volume (vphjs 
Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 
Peak Hour Factor 
GrowthBaetor'/ffP'r 


varowui racior 
Heavy \lehicles”(%) 
Bus Blockages (Mir) 
Parking t#/Hr)' " 
Mid-Block Traffic {%) 
Adj. Flow (vph) 

Lade Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases““ 
Detector" Phases ~ 
Minimum^lriiaas) 
Minimum Split (s) 
total Spirt (s) 

Yellow Time (s) 

All-Red Time (s) 
Lead/Lag 

LeadiLag Optimize? 
Recall Mode 
Act Effct Green (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio. 


1900 1900 1900 1900 ;i900™1900 1900 1900 ' 1900 ' 1900 

12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 
%r /0 U /O KJ/O 

. .'AV«VnS ,-^^vAI‘W>Jv/';V.>MS‘/CsW>AVW>W AV^WV/iS^Iv 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

. ~ 3:o -3 0 

T*” ’ ''50F' T ''50'~ T ~ “' r ' ""50'““ ”50 --" 50 " '50 ~~ ' 


"50 ~~ 50.. T~': ” " = ■" 50 50.. . 50 50.' 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

■ AA -. -Q ‘ ~ •/■■/*.Vj|' ^ -.y.- ■.--A.-Ay ■.•AAA.W, Q ■ a. A.--AAAA-—^ ^ ,V V.-V,.V - WAA -A - -A . .. ■ -^ 

i:oo' ”’i.oo “ i:oo too ' '^:oci *" too f- oo’^ 4 )^tbo 1 ' i .00 


0.990 
0 994 
1669 
0.966 
1622 


... . A._... '........^ ^ ^ ^.. :..... .... . ... , , ‘"Q Q ^3 ' -"-A-. ....-„- - ..... , ~. ' . .A A.. .. 


0.996 

IT^w 


0 

. 0 


0 1535" 


n4!S''T 


' ~ " ' ■ 0.997 ." 

. .AA..'. '. .V...AA. .V.AV .W.V. A.V.VA — AA A. A.. . A . .. .AA 

0 0 1575 0 

'O' 

0:980 

1647 

0 

- - 1 


0:997 1 



0.784 

mm 

“’O' 

; ’0 

1575 

.0 

0 

1318 

“ 0 

Yes 


“ir” 

7 Yes' 3 




.14 

1.14 

1.14 J 

1.14 

1:14 

1 14 

1.14 



■ H 



30 



'• '^'vjgQQ• • • - ~r"_r■ «| qqQ 

___ .a... .... •. ,—...... A—. Lt ...... -. — . . . ... . ........ 

40.9 40.9 

'45'M? ; 2?m'?T38W10 


0.46 0.86 0.56 

118% 118% 118% 


0 : 25 "'.0.79“t) : 58 0'.A6~"0"66 0.63."0:58 0.68 "0T25 

18% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 

0% 5% 0% 46% 3%^l%^0% 3% 0% 

o o. 0 0 0 0 0 


■f! 

v 


33 

0 

Perm 


0% 

207 19 
259 0 


U, ; ' 

& V: va^v£#Iw&va; v£w 

Perm 


2 2 

' '6^ • . ..y-.A Lx-J'jL 

4.0.4.0 

9.0 "9.0: ™ 

'36:0 30.6 0. 

49% 49% V 

3.0 3.0 

2.0 2i0 '“J” 

'Lag '"Lag . 

Yes Yes 

Max Max 

27 0 

...'■. ..AA.V. ........ ..._ ..A-A,. 

0.44 


49% 

3.0 


2 
2 
4.0 
9 0 
30.0 
49% 

^•"’3:o’" 

. Lag 

. Yes 

Max 


4.0 

9.0 
. Q 

49% 

''" 3:0 

20 
Lag' 


. . ...A,. .... A^.-.-.... . AA .. . . V..-A. A.. ... 

28 33 403 84 47 

' '" ' 520 ' '—Q' " w ;q • 

Perm Perm 

A\v.<. AAV AA.VV... .::>X‘aa.;^.,^'>*wv^wv.^aV.;w»..v:X-*.vw>saA <AV.-Xv^-Xs tv AA>y\>X.AA^W.^WXvi>X-..w^AA 

11 1 

4.0 4T0 4.0 


66 0 


jrfm . .. 

- ^ .. . . . .. A . . . VA, '■ AAA. --- . . . XAA.A A. ... A* 

4.0 4.0 


113 


4 , v >^f■ ':'k 


0% 51% " 51% 0% 51% 51% 0% 

Lead Lead Lead Lead 

/. '" : Yes ■.Yes " ”' Yes'” Yes "'"""/ 

• s' ..A•AA..viwC‘.VA>i<- 

Max Max Max Max 

' - ' "'23 — "7T' '•— "^' s —28^ ' -- 

A. -A--SA -A- . . A , A S.V.. - A- ✓ ..A. A A V .. _ A AA .. VA^VaAAAA' 

0.46 0.46 


Lead 


Yes.Yes 

. "Max K4ax 

' •<" v -, -' 

Q - 46 . . . .. 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

6: E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 


09/12/2001 


< t r V \ v 



Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 61.■' ‘. 7 ."~r -------r-:-rrr 

Aduated Cycle Length: 61 
Offsetr35 (57%), Referericdf to ppse'2:EBWB;Start of Green *: ' - , r -~ 
Natural Cycle: 40 

Control Type: Pretimed *-~- -~~. ■ .“• 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.71 .~. .. ... ..." .'.... 




-. •--- - - ••-- • - -•• . - ...J^..-,- -. ■ .. ... v ,. V V • ■ • A-'■■,■•• ••• ' - •- 




Intersection Signal Delay: 12.3 Intersedion LOS: B r ~ ^ r - 

Intersedion Capacity Utilization 66.8% ICU Level of Service B 

Splits and Phases: 6: E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 






02 

li^UMUUUH «PTO 

30 S .. -. ts; 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 


09/12/2001 



> 

- 

> 

< 

- 



t 


V 

i 

V 

IfaaaaS. 

EBL 

EBT 

EBR 


Wdi 




Sbl 


Lane Configurations 





4t 






4tt 

f 

Ideal Flow (vplipl) ^ 
llane Wiclth 5 - 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 ‘ 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 i 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

12 

"!f 

““it"" 

it ^ 

12 If 12 

12 12 

'"“if 

12 

" “"12 

Grade (%) 


77P%', 



• 0 % 



“ 0 % 



0 % 


Storage'Length'(ft)" 4 " 



a 6 * 

0 


0 “"' 

0 


0 

0 


0 

Storage Lanes 

. 0 


; "liO'-: 

0 


0 

0 


0 

0 

m* 

5“T“t 

Total Lost Time (s) 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

'""3.0. 

3.0 

"'“iO"'' 

“3.0 

3.0 

* tfo^" 

”i.o 

3.0 

“3.6 

Leading Detector (ft) 


50 


i " 50 ’ 

IPIP 





50 

"“'""50 

""TfSO 

Trailing Deiecfer W " 


o *” 


0 “ 

"nr" 





0 

0 " 

“ '"'""“'0 

TurnincPSpe^imph) 

15 



-15* 


"9 

^I5:p 


9 

7715“ 


“'"'779 

Lane Util. Factor 

1.00 ' 

0.95 

0.95 “ 

'0.95 

“ofif““ 

TOO 

“ 1 jO(T' 

1.00 

” i.bo 

0.91 

0.9!" 

I .06 

Ped Bike Factor 


WT* W ''» 









Frt 0.972 









0.850 

Fit Protected 

'T*5^*T^T7' L 


"T. 

0.985 

" A 

,v7' 

Biifil 



Sat •. Flow (prot) “ 

0 

3058 


IP 

3157 ' 

0 

0 


0 

4573 

1469 


Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 


.0.985 

0 3157 


Right Turn on Red 


*00: ’ ■ 

~ wwwavXWav.v: 


Yes 


0 3058 0 

"V'Yes 

IITFIo^F^OI^^.“" 

Headway Factor ' 1.14 1.14 1.14 "1.14 1.14 1.14 

CinOpe^'fmpWf 35 " 

1800; 




Hr 


Link Distance (ft) .?r 
Travel Time (s) 


.... .•■■^w.i-'vi, 

40.9 




180Q HI3K^^ 
4079 


Coni. Peels. (#/hr) 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 
PeakHourFactor 


O '. 499 103 ~ 46 108 0 


7 _ 


.^ 

. Yes ~ ......-- Yds 

wStfi# its-' ^^.A'X-^.vrtv>v....\v..v.\v';.v. ... .'-■■//.s'.;A-, 

204 

1.14.1.14 ■" 1.14 1.14 ' 1.14 / 1.14 

"30 30 

1800 " 1800 '" 

^40.9 40.9 

n “ ~ q - o 22 ~ 1754 135 


0.25 '0.83 0.74'“ 0.25 ^HF^iS" 0.25 0.92 0.86“ 0.7$ 



1873; 


BtppW'-0 “ 

Pa^gp/lirf t '""“ * m 

Mid-"BtockTraffic (%) “7 

Icpiowitvp^ ...'“.0 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 1 p' 

Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted" Phases" ^' 

Detector Phases ..." “ 2 ““" 

Minimum inrtial (sT" ~ “ " “4.0 

Minimum Sprit (s) -21.0 

•'* v>.v*Xv,vJ^^<^v .■ 5$xki *..~-..../..;..;. .• ■>: Av.iv$v.wvivw 

Total Split (s) 0.0 23.0 

Total Split <%>™ " t 0% 7 '31% -; 
^eilow Time (s) * “3.0 ' 

All-Red“Time{s) " ”•* ™B"'7' -.2.0' 7 

Lead-Lag Optimize? 7 ""“Yes 


0 0 0 0 0 


w u u 

.-^-- -■:■:■:< ..... ..---...-: * ■mvJW^w .-v-.- 


0 0 0 


0%“ . 

7(H““64^" 3m>i ll 


' w ./ "■• ; - ~flO/ V C ' - 7'-."' """^'v "QO^ ’'” 

146 0 0 0 0 28 2407 204 

. Q — 0 ~r~ -g--- q ~ 0 2435 


0 0 
Perm' 




ES 

11821 

2 


0 

Split 

1 


. JP 

"“Prot 

1".7"t 


2 

4.0 


2 
2 

—~~XG 

210 210 
0.0 23.0 23:0 

10% 


"4.0 


0.0 


•"llr^'io 

21.0 ~r~ 21:0 "~ r 21,0 
52.0 X 52.0 ^2.0 


0.0“.0.0 “0.0 

& 7 31%. 31%"" 0% "0% "0% ""0%; "69% Jp9%r69% 

.... 3 - Q 3.o “ x 3.0 g o* * "'s o 


Lag Lag 
Yes Yes 
Max Max 


RecaliMode" ™ “ Max’"" 

Act Effct Green (s) 20.0 ' “20.0 

Actuated g/C Ratio .0.27"“ .. ClI 


- ' -- - >v ' •"• >•• ' ^ •• ' 2 Q '•“' "2 Q 

Lead Lead Lead 

.~j - T --, Yes""""Yes ~ “ Yes 

-•is<-x« wvivSS*.. itifiZ'MStM'.-y/i'sS' 

Max Max Max 
'—"49.0 “49.0 
0.65 0.65 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 


09/12/2001 


< ^ t a v i v 



Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length. 75 ., .. .. . .. . . 

Actuat©d Cvcle Lenatn 75 

Of^i: 20^TO)rRefe^o^JtfT^&e^EBrt^r_SUff^n3!T^i^_'^~'^ “ 7 • - • . J.72G 

Natural Cycle: 60 

Control Type: Pretimed —■..""T~'''T '. ".. " ' v .' * “ " “ ' 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.06 

Intersection Signal Delay: 24.2 - Intersection LOS: C 

_ .... . - - '-- t . y.... 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 96.6% ICU Level of Service E 

Splits and Phase s: 2: Genesee Street & Oak Street _ . 

ei _ e2 _ 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 


09/12/2001 



> 

- 

> 

< 

- 

< 

^ 

t 

A 

V i V 


tBL 

ggiite 


mSs 

mzm 

VVbR 


feUIIS 

NBR 


Lane Configurations 
Ideal FIdwWphpl) ' '? 

T9001 

4t 

119001 

'19003 

1119001 

11800’ 

1900 

11900 

4ttt» 

"1800 

1900" 

»190011I1800'71900 


CaneWiaffiW" - -—“Ty— 

Grade'{%) ~ " 0 % — t - — — - O o /<r — 0% """ ~.- “0% 

Storage Length (ft) 


0 


. -..^x:v..-..x xx .-xvvvxv' 

0 0 

Total Lost Time (S)^ 3.0 3.0 370 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 


Storage Lanes 0 


0 


0 


Leading Detector (ft) 50 50 v ;: ^-, r ~^™5 0 ---- Tr ;r'n~~^rn5O^ r 50 ..r7“ . "7;=:;"< 

Trailing Detector (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 

Turning Speed (mph) ' 15 ..“ 9 15 9.. 15 9.15 ' ' ' ”9 

Lane 0C Factor ..0.95 0.95.~1 00 ^TOO 0.95 ' 0.95 * 0:86 0.86. 0:86.1.00.T.00 ' i:t)d 

Red Bike Factor.”.■ ': ~. ~ .' ; ' ~ . " ”.™.-7' ■ .§ 

Frt 0.975 0.996 

Fit Protected - ■' ~ ~.—0 968 ~.••' ' ~ “ r - v ~^^■•■7^™ ~ iy ggg —~ wr " tt ~;n 

SatS-Flow (prat) 0 3123 0 0 2994 0 0 5695 0 0 0 0 

Satd Flow (perm)” X " 0 2317 .0.- ~ Q ~~ -g-- 0 ' 5695' . 0 '0 O ’ 0 


siarFiowiRTORT"™-;- - 

Headway Factor.~~ - 1.14 1.14 1.14 ‘ 1.14 J 1.14 1.14 114 1.14 ; 1-14' 1.14 1.14 TT4 


Link Speed (mph) ' 30 

Link Distance (ft) 1800 '-'1 

Travel Time (s) 40.9 

361’ - 179 ' O' I" 0 


30 


30 


“1800"— ? ”~ 5 —7 ; “ 
. ,l .“ ..5:71 

40.9 


— „ _ ,ouu 
40.9 40.9 


^ ..7®:... 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 


47 .1582 


33231 


Confl.Bikes (#/hr).. : r™... .;:'37 .-r|—... ■ . 

PeakHour Factor 0.78 0.73 0.25 e.25 0.74 0.65 0.78 0.84 0.67^0.25 0.25 0.25 

118% 118% 118% 118% T118%- 118% ”118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 


GrowthfFafctorT'"'' 

Heavy Vehicles (%) . "Wc 


2 % 


0% 0% 7% 0% 21% 2% 6% 0% 


0 % 


Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ' 0 0 0 0 

Parking (#/hr) 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) ..0% ..... 0%. 0% .. 0% ' ” ', 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0. 835 .0 . '0 142 0 .0 ’ 2349 ‘ 0 0 0 0 

Turn Type ' Perm . ....... ..Split.. .... . • 


Protected Phases .2..' : ' '.2 . 1. 1 

Permitted Phases 2 .. .. '.. .. ~ .... & "' > "* 


0.0 

mm 


0.0 

Wo 


uetector Pnases A A A 1 1 '>3::^^' ".'1 

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

Minirmiitf SpFit (s) 21.0 21.0 '"21:0 - 21.0 21.0 <nrrr~ / «-x 

Totaf Spiffs)^ 27.0 27.0 0.0 0.0 27.0 0.0 48.0 48F 0.0 0.0 

Total Split (%} rr ' 36% " 36% 0% ' 0% 36% 0% "64% ' 64%' ' 0% ”70% 

Yellow'Time”(s)~ -3.0 * 3.0" “ 3.0 ~~ ~ 3.0 "3.0”'' —— 

AH-RedTirrie (s) ' 2.0 ”2.0 " 2.0 2.0 2.0“ ~~J 

Lead/Lag.... Lag. Lag . Lag.. .. Lead Lead ”. . 

Lead-Lag Optimize? ' * Yes “ Yes Yes l r: Yes Yes : ““ 

Recall Mode Max Max Max Max Max 

iiaiEff^T3ir&en"(s) 24.0 ”“• * -•■ 24.0 W9HW. ’ 45:0” 

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.32 0732 0.60 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 


09/12/2001 


< ^ t A V I V 


v/c Ratio 
Uniorm Delay, dt' 


LOS. ... . 

Approach Delay ; 
Approach LOS 


1.51dl 

^SSSr 

gj87.6 

T 

— 87:6 

F 


* 17^,5 mm 


B 




Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 75 ~ - ~ 

Actuated Cycle Length: 75 

OffsW'33T44%), Refi^enced td:phase2:EBWB, Start of Green.. " ' ’' ‘ " ; 

Natural Cycle: 55 

^rorType^ti^d ? J^irMKXL tZZ 1TZ Z . ‘ - ' 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.13 

Intersection Signal Delay: 30.0 7' Intersection LOS- C 

ihtersection'Capacity Utilization 86.1% ."~ICU Leva of Service D 

dl Defacto Left Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as aTefflane. '_~_1 

Splits and Phases: 16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 




Convention Center Intersection Study 09/12/2001 ETC +5 (2012)- PM PEAK Synchro 5 Report 

TMK Page 8 

GBNRTCBUFF-ST51 


D-169 



























Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

46: Scott Street & Washington Street 


09/12/2001 


> 


> < 


< ^ t A V i V 


Lane Configurations 4“^ 4t» 4I» 

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 r 1900 "1900 "1900 

Grade (%) IJZ "" 0% ' 0% ~ 0 % .. o% ." ' ; 

Storage Length (ft) 0 00 00 00 0 

StoWeXahes —- - q o .~"ricra^"0 ’ ~ o o. 

Total Lost Time (^) ..3.0'.Dfe 0."to.' 3;0.DTO.3:o ".3.0 3.0 T(T. 3:0 * ' 3.0 

Ceadfng Detector (ft) " "50 ""50 " ~ " 50 50."T 

Trailing Detector (ft) 0 0 0 0 

Tuming~Speed (mph) * 15. 9 .15 ‘ 9 

Frt 0.945 0.914 

Fit Protected." ■■ '-••••-•.•«- q Qjg~ ~ . .. ' " 0 "996 .. ~ -- 0 994 " '—’ 0 989 ”: 

Satd. Flow (prat) 0 2742 0 0 2178 0 0 3055 0 0 2676 0 

ittpermitted 


50 50 . 50 50 ‘ " 

0'"".0 '""" 0‘ ' '"0. : 

* ® i' 1 r < < ■ y 

0.95 0.95 0.95 0.95 



0:994 


0.990 


a® 


0.80 0.92 0.81 


&fs?:'-0304^ - sx 0 937 ^ ~ ^Q 899"" "" ‘ Q 823 $%%%$$ ' 

SatdTFlow (perm) 0 2254 0 0 2707 0 0 2763 0 0 2227 0 

ri ^ l 11 7 01'! { OjV f^ C C l f ■•■ ■■ ."■ ~v ;.- ' .. '"'YQp'' •" —' v '^ '7" 

Satd. Flow(RTOR) 47 114 10 18 

Headway Factor. ' 1. 14 1.14 " 1H4.1.14 "1.14 1T4 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 " 1.14 1.14 

Unk Distance (ft) ..1800.. ' ; -1800 . . - - ~ 1800 ‘ : "1800 - ; 

Tr^elTime(s) 40.9 4a9 40.9 40.9 

Volume (vph)- 34 ""44- ~ '"27 ' r 8.,45. :~82 ' 27 ^220 . 7 '45 * "159 11*3 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) h ". i " "". fJZ':^y B . 

Peak Hour Factor 0.71 ' 0 70 ^0T68 "0.67 ^75 0 85 "'te " 0.82" 0.58 

Growth Factor .118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% "418%" 118% "118% 118% 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) " 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 "0 0" ' 0 0 

,: _..v. ,«»v 3 vr^J.. ...v.v.-.'^.v. •;/. ........ ... —».V w ?«v ■*:.•>»... ~vw~v... .'»v . . .... ..-. v. •.. •*..-*■*..•✓ ■■ . -...„. ... : /^. ....... 

Parking (#/hr) 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) ~ . 0% : ~™." .-'0%... ■'. 0% ' " ' " 0% 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 128 0 " 0 199 0 0 373 0 0 289 0 

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm 

Protected Phases 2 2 • 1 

Permitted Phases ,2 2 1 i 

D^ectdfPhases"”T “'7 "2^—2f'^l r 
Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 

Minimufn"SpW'(s) - - 721.0 21.0 ' 21.0 21.0 —~ 27.0 27 0 " 27.0 27.0 ' 7 ": . 

Tairiplltlsr ~25 o^to 25 l 0 25'0 (JIT 3V0““35'0" DO" ”35"(f ^5:r s D:o 

0% " 58%" 58% "f D% 

3.0 3.0 " 

ff2.ot.12.0 ;;; — ' 2.0 2.0 —| 

Lead Lead '"'“"'Lead Lead" 

Y&s w 
Min Min 

Act Effct Green (s) ' tO.6 10.6 20.9 20.9 

*.0.27 “...... 0.57 ' “ " .0.57.. 


WjxW 7 ' I 

4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 


Totai SpIft (%)'' 42% ' * 42%' 0% 42% '42% 0% 58% '58% 

^ei^TimeW' ^" '. 3 Q ... Q . ^ ■ 

AlPRed Timers)" : 2.0 2.0” 


Lead/Lag 


Lag Lag 




2.0 2 0 

;.-. , ( :':i^: Lix-x-i mS’L*: .L. 

Lag Lag 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

46: Scott Street & Washington Street 


09/12/2001 


< V t . f V \ V 



Area Type: 

Cycle Length: 60 ' 

Actuated Cycle Length: 36’6 

Natural Cycle: 50. 

Control Type: Semi Act-Uncoord 
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.24 
intersection Signal Delay: 4.3 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 37.8% 


Intersection LOS: A 
ICU Level of Service A 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

43: Perry Street & Washington Street 10 / 18/2001 


> 

- 

< 

V 

V 




■ WBT 

jilaal 





Lane Configurations 

Sign Control Stop 

Volume (veh/h).f ' 7 

ji 

Stop 

27 

179 

Stop 

156 

f 

13 



Peak Hour Factor 0 25 0 88 

Hourly flow rate (veh/h) 5 9 

0 48 

0.55 

0.60 

0 65 



66 

384 

307 

24 




Volume Total (vph) 
Volume Left (vph) 
Volume 'Ftigfit (vph) 


8 
5 

if 

01 

DeparturePieadway'(s) ixl 
DegreeXItilization, x 
Capacity(veH/h) 

Control Delay (s)"'' : ' 
Approach'Deia'y (s)’ 
Approach LOS 


“6“ 

0.1 

“‘ST* 

o.on 

' 546 ' 
8.0 
'7'.§ 

A 


6 
0 
O' 
0 0 
OCT 
0.01 
558 
7.8 


44 
0 

0 0 
5.7 


406 307 24 

0 307 0 

~384 d 24 

-0 5 0 4 -06 

5.1 6.0 5.1 

”0:03 • 

. 696“’ 

7.0 


liPiil 


0 07 0 58 0 51 

510 6f6 591 

7.9 13.8 

’trr^—■ 




B 


14 0 
13:5 
B 




Delay 13.2 

HCM Level of Service B 

Intersection Capacitv Utilization 41 4% 


1CU Level of Service 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 


09/12/2001 



> 

- 

> < < 

7 t A V \ 

V 

IgpMpMjj EMsiSitisi 






Lane Configurations 



’i t* 

*5 


ideal mow (vpnpi) , Tiyuu 

1900 

1900 1900 1900 1900 

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

1900 

Lane Width (ft) 
firairlA /%V 

12 

12 
no/„' 

12 12 ”12 " 12 

H.-|2'"' 

"7^ < 'n^^\^v7^^''T r ^T7^^r7?:7 W ''^’7 < TtOZ.7T 

12 


Storage Length (ft) 
Storage Lanes 
Totaf Lost Time (s) 
Leading Detector (ft)_ 
t raliingDetectoftft) 




0 0 




o .”0 o —“(5— o -o 

£%£ t >>r'M^mv ! 4-i^v'^i- ?'i; 'h* >,M 1:'AS?^3Mfis8iiK *L 

3.0 3.0 2L0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 ^.0 3.0 13.0 H.O 3.0 

50 ." 50” 50." r "/ .. 50 '50 • ' ” 

”o ..” ■■ o.”"0 ... o' : ” ; “”ir ■ 

Turning Speed (mph) ,15. '9;” "15.. “ ” ”9 '” 15 . 9 15 9 


’50 ” 

” 0 5 ' 0 



Ped Bike Factor 
Frt 

Fit Protected 


0.911 


0.903 


0.960 


"0.998 


Satd. Flow (prat) 
Ftt Permitted 
1. Flow 


”0.950 - 0:950 '”*”7'’“-0.950 .. - '" ' ”70.950 

1624 1549 


0.672... 0.427.""' "' 0 183 0.666 "T 5 " 

1149 1549 0 549 H487 0 313 1464 0 1128 1690 0 


Right Turn on Red 
Satd" Flow'(RTOR)“ 
Headway Factor 
Link Speed (mph) 
LinkDistance (ft): 
Travel Time (s) 
Volume <vph) 

Corffi. Pedsi'l/hr) ~ 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 

yy '■'■■*>. .. > / aamvamw mam.-. . aav... .- .-.a.. 

Peak Hour Factor 


77''”7—..Yes ' ... Yes"" : ~ ..Yes' ”.. " ' "Yes 

WmCJ'-MA-MS". MSV*VS .. . . ., . ,,.,.. -.V MM-A-.' .-.- AMS • V. ■ • _ _ VwTv . .7,1 W 7 / -,W. .vJMAA A A i A.. .V _. ' A , , A . A . . V /.. . . A’- • A .,U •- V • V --- .^.. -A , A -W-AA V . A A A M. _V 

138 85 38 2 

114 1.14 1.14 1/14"T.T4 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1114 1.14 1.14 

.3Q .~ ' 30' ...** '*. 30 

".i:' ; 1800 ' .'1800 . 77 "7 T1800 ”7- ”•■.7WP'18Q0”7 ~ 

SS&V:>ivA}i'AV.i.i<£.VA^/ AA;;. :v\M;VA V <^AL»A;:A. A AVs4«W>^^l^SSv>^'AM>xiM.V. A^.vC?:7*'>Sr. V 'A0^>.‘'/MCAAAV. 

40.9 40.9 40.9 40.9 

14 95 "'""TIO, ”-" 6- 28 - 62-12 “.68 ' ' 22 ”153 523 ‘ ”4 




Growth Factor 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 


C70 C^ s ^^3^^tt76. 

118% 118% ”118% "118% 118% ”118% 118%' 118% 118%' 118% 1H% "ft i 

.• ...v. : : :: . / ., v ■• ' ... _-, ......... . .. .., .--.7 -va.-w.. • .... ......a .. . .- :.. 


o%‘" o% mm mr 18% , ' 1 % ■ ■ 1 %.o% 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 ".0 ” 0..O' 0"" ”0 0 ”0 , '0 0 0 0 

' ' ‘■X'>Xv . . . A. A ■VV'.C"A''a.-. ~i V.-.-.VMM ANV-VA A.-7 ^>aC.CX»X-^ l*«*AX<yC.A AM. A*.' AM&7Cm*mm7aM-. A^M A< AMACCM^^^^viw^iMWAAVAAN^WMA^VAL4i'A > ^A~S>A.. ,J .,‘.‘A'AA.^>A.'.MA^«^A^V.C .<%^^,. > - : < VWAX:AM^-A.AAA'‘/A\ ^ A.VXA^. ^Sx:A~A7AAAV^AMNiM^^M^^A^V^7^ «. , ^^‘!A\ .^N^ 

Parking 


38 ■ 188 735 " ”9 


0% 


Mid-Block Traffic (%) :.i 0% ” .” "”70% ™. 

HfTlowfw^ W™*!^ 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 24 ” 324 ^"OlfFl^^riSZ . 0"” 247fW«r 0 .188 744. 0 

Turn Type Perm Perm Perm Perm 


2 


Penfi'itted Phases 

^.A’A .'.vivXv'','i A'i^^'A^^AV'.X'. A'AMMMMM.S'AS 

^7 .. .vav/a^a! aIvmw'.x' 1 ■ •::,<■ 

2 

VA^C7vMC^-y_'.Vvv7^CAW. .'.:*>^.<-XvV ^vXM A.^M‘'S^X7AXv^'A'.>^»ivC:-AM-. J A , A^V<VAA . A,sM-i ^-'X*;'i'is':7'’/AM^VA^''C;77MMMW^ 

1 

Detector Phases 


L ,:J7;2 . - 2 ': , T " 

1 1 1 1 

Minimum Initial (s) 

..470"" ‘4.0 

4.0 4.0 

4.5' 4.0 | 4.0 4.0 

Minimum Spfit (s) 

21.0 21.0 

, m 1 21.0 21 . 0 " 

y - u yu au 

Total Split (s) 

25.0 25.0 

0.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 

35.0 35.0 0.0 135.0 35.0 0.0 

Total Split (%) 

42% 42% 

v: 0% 42% 42% 0% 

58% 58% 0% 58% 58% 0% 

Yellow Time (s) 

3.0 3.0 

3.0 3.0 

3.0 3.0 | 3.0 3.0 

All-Red Time (s) 

2.0 2.0 

* 2.0 2.0 

2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 

Lead/Lag . 

Lead^Lag Optimize? *' 

Lag Lag 
”""Yes Yes 

Lag Lag 

.Yes " Yes . 

Lead Lead Lead Lead 

Yes Yes ~ . Yes Yes .. 

Recall Mode 

Max Max 

Max Max 

Max Max Max Max 

Act cttct Green (s) 22 .U 22 .U 

22.0 22.0 . 

32.0 ” 32.0 ’ " 32.0 ‘ 32.0 

Actuated g/C Ratio 

0.37 0.37 

0.37 0.37 

0.53 0.53 0.53 0.53 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 


09/12/2001 


> 


> < 


V ^ t A V 1 V 


v/c Ratio 0.06 0.49 

feifomtiieSyfll-^'^ . 

D€, y-~ ^2.6 8.6 I 

L'OS Wi "‘'“ ^ B A 41 

Approach Delay 8.8 

ApproacnLOS A 


0.07 0.22 

12.3 43 

>.9 6.0 

13 ft 




0.14 ' 0.18 “ 0,31 0. > '* 

'AVVW».V. v^.v.v.vtw'-.^AW^Wiy/ 

7.1 5.2 7.8 11.6 

I 7:9 fflE5~”'T 

A A 

i-5.9' 

A 


8.3 |6.3 “ 

A B 

, J j * j 


Area Type: CBD 

Cyfcie Length: 60 "" “ ' ' ~ 

Actuated Cycle Length: 60 ...... ‘ 

Offe^T&p3%)pReferehred|o pfiap;2:EBVyB^Spft of Green 1 
Natural Cycle: 60 

Control Type: Pretimed " "" “ "' 

Kl^i^rn ^c Ratio: 0.82T “ “ ''“" ^ •' 

Intersection Signal Delay: 11.7 7 1 v” 

1 hfereection tiapacity*Utilizatiorf77.7% 


Intersection LOS: B 
ICU Level of Service C 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 


09/12/2001 


> 


> < 


< ^ t A V i V 


Lane Configurations fa 

ideal Fl0W~(vphp1) ' 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1 900 1900' 1900 1900' 1900 "1900 "1900 

Lane Width (ft) 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 

Precis ^ " v - ~ •• - "• - - - - ^ ^ — "," — - O^o ~-.~~ - " 

Storage Length (ft) 0 .0" 0 . 0..0 0“ ” “0 ."6 

Storage Lahes-~ ~q * ■ ~~ *. o '—o " —~o 0 ' -o. o. o 

TotafCoi Time (s)' ..“ '3.0 ~ 3 0““^3 0 "'3 0*^3 0.‘“sto - "‘ 3 -0 ' "'“" 3 :o'. 3 . 6 —'3S.3T“‘ld 

Leading Director (ft) ' ' 50 “ '50 ~ ' 50.. 50 50. 

Trailing Doctor (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 



h'eo tJiKeraaor ._.;,. x. •._.. „;1......„„.i„..“x_^. ^.:....:1;.„.„x.ux; 


Frt 


0.983" 




'0.995 

0 “1666 0 0 3147 


^#*tss* 5 ?S 8 |S!W:S 5 | 


0.995 

'“0 1666 " 0 “ 0 3147 

- ■ '^05 ~ "' ~^ w> ' c ' 

-...... .... . . .... . ........... . .... .....— . ....—.......——...........— 

19 


6.981 

opppbted ** ' * asa® a m 

— -0.989 * ~r~- ' 'Txig: 

Satd. Flow (perm) 0 3105 0 0 0 0 

Right Turn on Red .. 'Yes ’ - Yes 

Headway Factor - ~ 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14.1.14 ~ 1.14 “ 1.14 1.14 ~ 1.14 1.14 ~ 1.14 

Link Speed (mph) .''.' ““ 30 ' 4 “‘ 30 “ - . 30 ‘ .. 30 . 

Link Distance (ft) " 1800 ^ ‘ ~ r " .1800 , .1800 '. ' “' 1800 

Travel Time (s) 40.9 40.9 40.9 40.9 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 

pply M “ ’ n ’ ’ 7n . n w n7 ~ nQ , 

0.54 0.92 0.50 0.90 090 ^90 0.90 0.79 0.75 0.71 0.93 0.90 

Growth Factor X 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% '118% 118% 118%. 118% 118% 118% 118% 

Bie Blockages (#/hr) 0 0 O' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ™0 0 

Parking (#/hr) 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) . 0%-- 0% ' “ 

Q - 0 

Lane Group Ftow'(vph) 0 281 0 0 ' 0 ~ D 0 

Turn Type Perm 


Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 
Peak Hour Factor 


0% 


o tr/o 

22T 33 66 661 0 

260 I 0 0" ”727”IfO 

Perm 


Protected Phases. .r"2 —r—v,-- ^tt-- - . 

Permitted Phases 2 2 


1 






1 


Detector Phases 
Minimum Initial (s) 


' ..'"”'2 w '" ''"' "' 

4.0 4.0 


■ •XiT*-— XCH 1 


Minirmim'Spfit (s) : ’ 

21.0 21.0 

21.0 

.. 21.0 21.0 " 

Totr§pirir“^ 

'25To 25.0 

" o ;6 . o.d 0.0 . ' o.o"' “ 0.6 .40.0 

0.0 40.0 40.0 0.0 

TotaJGpItt (%) 

38% 38% 

" 0 % ": : 8 %' 0 %. 0 % "' 0 % '62% 

. ':• ' ' _', .'..' _■ .... : • - 

0 % 62% 62% 0 % 

Yellow Time (s) 
ftlWRedTpie (s) 
Lead/Lag 

Lead-Lag Optimize? ; 

. 3:0 " So 

2.0 ■ 2.0 

Lag ' Lag. 

Yes " Yes 

- . 3 0 30 30 

- ' 7 .-.. . ■ T; - - - .- XX' 2.0 :" • ' 2.0 ; 2.0 . ^ 

.“' "' "" ““ ’" Lead“ Lead ' Lead 

<" - ~ - v -"X"' vgs ~~ 

Recall Mode ' 

Max Max 

Max 

Max Max 

w «1 wwjiwkjiskwwkw 

Act Effct Green (s) ' 

22.0 ' 

=rf V’&j??'' "~ r: ' r QJ 


Actuated g/C Ratio 

0.34 

0.5/ 

0.57 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 


09/12/2001 


< V t A V I V 



Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 65 ...*.'vTT^r- 

Actuated Cycle Length: 65 

Offset: 20 (31%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL, Start of Green. ' ' ' ' ~ 

Natural Cycle: 45.. ~ ' .. 

Control Type: Pretimed : :'" v 'r'y "?::: 3gy"M PF1- . ~yv ■'.: 'y-sry ~ v 'VT ■. . 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.41 

Intersection Signal Delayf9.2 " ’ Intersection LOS: A ' ' '' . 

1 ?<<&■ .. , . - > •• - - ... ' A w.w«nw.w^w/yMsrt. M 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 56.9% ICU Level of Service A 

Splits and Phases: 31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 

it mi —► ®2 


02 

, J 

2§j_ 

H MM 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

21: Court Street & Franklin Street 


09/12/2001 


> 


> < 


< ^ t A V | V 


Lane Configurations j-k 

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 '1900 ' ”1900 “'1900,, 1900 

Lane Width (ft) . 

Gpde'(%) ' -"*?*? 

StorageLength (ft) 0 



.. y . ... .. - -A-V V* ' ■"■ , 

^v*%\\vw.svwvM^i.v*>.vvASvvAwwvv.VAV/w, rt i;v^v 

0 0 0 


. .0 o ' - "g 

3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 


50 50 50 50 ' 

0 0 0 0 


Storage'Lanes o "' 

TotalLostTime (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3;0 3.0 :3.0 

n: 

o 


Trailing Detector (ft) 

Turning Speed (mph) 15 .9 “ 15 ' .. 9 “" 15 

LaneTItil. Factor 0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 0.95 0.95 ().95 0.95 

ws^fMcysjMSMW' •wxv.'inx. 

§sMaA%. 

vW/WXw.^vaMww''.'• Xfriw/yvJ^?^X , ^>^.<. s X^<w^ife/X^iv^wi vw >lWimvijvWWW^fc4w.v- v/ J ’% — -• 

0.954 0.963 

Fippp^cted?"^" . 0.997 .- “ “.--r 7 0.995 


Ped Bike Factor 





9 ”15 

6 1.00 1.00 


.. ■■ * • __ m 

£&£$£§&> 






Satd. Flow (prot) 
Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow “(perm) ” 



Fit Permitted : ™ ” v 0.918 

. .0.2797 

Right Turhprf Rbb, ~ 

SattrFIdwtRTdRf 
Headway Factor ’ ” 1.14 “1.14 1.14; 1.14 1.14 1.14 

Link Speed (mpn) 30 30 

Lihk'Distahce (ft) ’-' 1800 7 -'£~' S *«0M| ~w 

Travel Time (s) 40.9 40.9 

r-lTD^Lh\ " 5 ~_ 13 iL~" °. 

Confl. Peds.(#/hr) 



1.14 T.T4 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 

30 ' ” " .30 "“ 

< •> / ’ !^|OUv y? "’•> , ^ fj v ' »VV/U '''^■"/ •■''i>'|;| 

40.9 40.9 

— :~BT£^mig 


1 Hi ) 

0.71 0:71 0.68 0.50 0!50 075 d 

Growth Factor : ' 118% 118% 118% 118% 118%” 118% ”118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 118% 

.jl ’f\ /"' Va/ 


PeaKTIbur Factor" ^L5 Fo!69 TTIogTOO ‘0782 “0:63” 


Heavy Vehicles (%).0% 

Btfe!BlockageWhf);y 
Parking (#/hr) 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 0% 

Adj. Flow (vph) 12 227 


7% 0°/T 0% 5% 0% 5% 1% 5% 0% 0% 


0% 

0 • 0 . 0 . 0 ." 0- 0 ' ”0 0. O'. 0 0 0 


0%'-'..... 0% • ,. 0% " 0% 

0 0 550 242 61 396 151 0 0 0 


Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 

0 

Perm 

239 “ "T 0 0 - ””792.• 

^Yw&»&.‘*'V.>.'XwXvMv.v.vav.v.- '• 

0 

0 

' Perm 

”608” 

” 0 "0 0 

jgpfO 

Protected Phases 

Permitted Phases 2 

.~ . ^.2“...1 • 


rrjr'-' r ^p 

Detector Phases 

2 

2 

. ■ . n -■ 


1 . . 

HP ; &M 


Minimum)nitiai(s) 

TT 

«r 

. --- ~w.~v/w~,~ .. .... . ^ 

4.0 


Xo“" 

w^W,.vck,v. .J& 

4.0 

^>A^X4CCw»M-Ky^wiv>Miy*wr!^Mv>>X^AvK/X .vw>. 


MihirmiitilSplit (s)-'21:0 

“21.0” 

04 '(^rn 


21.0 21 . 0 ' 

• tmmmmmmzm: h* 

'' s / 'f '■ 

fotalSpiF(s) 

40.0 

40.0 

0.0 0.0 40.0 

0.6 

sob” 

ir 

" Q Q ‘ .. Q Q v 

'“■'o.b 

Total Split (%) ” 

Yellow Time (s) ‘ 

“”57% ”“57% 

0% 0% 57% "0% 

• 3^0 

43%“' 

3.0 

43 % - 

. 3:0 .* 

wmmmmmmmm 


All-Red Tphe”(s)"" * 

2.0 

. ”2.0 

gig 2.0 


2.0 

2.0 



Lead/Lag 

Lag 

Lag 

Lag 


Lead 

Lead 



Lead-Lag Optimize? 

Yes 

IgeSH 

rrr M ' PI Yes 


Yes 

' Yes 



Recall Mode 

Max 

Max 

Max 


Max 

Max 



Act Effct GrefrilCs) 


,37.0 

• . * 37 Q 


s™| 

27.0 

Y> y '' i 1 " •• L ]i<y • 


Actuated g/C Ratio 


0.53 

0.53 



0.39 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

21: Court Street & Franklin Street 


09/12/2001 



> - > 

< 


t 

A V * V 





NBT 


v/'dRatio"'- 

0.16 

' ' 0.48 ‘ 


0.50 

_ * > ' ' < • 

Uniform Delay, dl 

.. . * 



14.1 ' 

: ~ 1 ■ 

Delay . ' 

g q 

8.4 


14.4 

-- '77 

LOS"""' 

...... . ., 

- —— 


B * 

" “ '' ’ 

Approach Delay F ” 

.. '8.6 

8 4 i 


'14.4 

< —> ■ — 

XpprdaBh LOS 

- A 

.~~ A. 


B>.«~ 


iimmmrnmwusA 







Area Type: CBO 


Cycle Length: 70 
Actuated Cycle Length: 70 

Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green 
Natural Cycle: 45 
Control Type: Pretimed 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.50 " " ~ '"T***' .. 

Intersection Signal Delay: 10 6 ‘ lisection LOS: B 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 51.6% ICULevef of Service A 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
26: Court Street & Pearl Street 


09/12/2001 


> 


> r 


< ^ t A V I V 




+1* 



4t 




«Ttt» 


1900 19007 

1900 

pi9Q0| 

1900 

1900 

7f900f 

1900 '1900 

1900 1900 

1900 

12 12 

.12 

12 

'“"'*'12'"" 

12 

—fr- 


''12. 12. 

12 

0% 



0% 



0% 

0% 


“"0 *. 

. w, Q 

0 


0 

0~ 

“ 0 

' 0 . 

g 

0 

sisio: 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

<.r' 0 

‘^3.O'""" 3.0 

"W 

3.0 

3.0 



3.0 3.0 3.0 

50 


50 

50 



3 \ y *"x'S vJcIkI f • \ 33, • . ’• 

'50 "50 


Q 


0 








9 

15 




T-T5' 77 —: 

9 

1.00 0.95 

0.95 

0.95 

0.95 

“TOO” 

v ft 

1.00 

1.00 1.00 

0.91 “oOT 

OOl 

.”7X972 ** 


-- 



' ' vHTiy^' i 


0.943 

- •— • 

5 ; '"'7 

7 7. 77'.'.'; • : 


0.996 


!3iiPri :: Si*ii3377-®®; 

0.994 


‘ 0 “ 2965 

0 

0 

3121 

0 

““U 3 ** 

“ 0 .'“"If 

04176* 

“O 


Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpi) i ' 
Lane Width'(ft)”* 5 

Grade (%) 

5torag e “Length (ft) “ 
Storage Lanes T’ 

Totaf Lost time Tsf 
Leading Detector (ft) 
TrailingDeteHdr(ft) 
Turning Speed (mph)' 

L je i ne Uti L F acto r 
PedBike Factor 
Frt 

FJfPrdtected|§-~'. ' 7 

Satd. Fibw (prot) 

Fit Permitted 
Satd f Flow (perm) 

Right Turn on Red 
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 
Headway Factor 
Cirik Speed (mph) 

Link Distance (ft) 

Travel Time (s) 

Volume (vph) 

Cohfl'Peds: (#/br) . 

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 

Peak Hour Factor 
Growth Factor 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 
Parking (#/hrf " 
Mid-Block Trafficl%) 

Adj. Flow (vph). 

Lane Group Flow (yph) 
Turn Type 

Protected Phases 7 
Permitted Phases 
Detector Phases 
Minimum initial (I) 
Minimum Split (s) 

Totaf Split (sf 
TotaL Split (%) 

Yellow Time (s) 

All-Red Time (s) 

Lead/Lag' . 

Lejd-LagjOptimize? 7 
Recalf Mode" 

ActEffct Green (s) ' 7 
Actuated gi'C Ratio 


ao;906r 




0.994 


0 

2965 



2839 

0 

0 

'"■^r 

o™ 

0 4176 

" 0 



' Yes 

s X' 


Yes 



Yes 

: ’7: :.'7' : , ." .. 

Wes 


. 52 








' . 242 


1141 

■114 

1.14 

114' 

114 

1.14 

1.14 

1 14 

11311 : 

1.14 1.14 

'll 4 


0 






3D'" 

1800 
40.9 
172 52 

m iii'iiis i 


■ 30 

1800 
40.9 


33 


1800 


40.9 




345 0 0 0 

' --m : v > &%&&#&&£&&& 


J'sl« f /, 


0.90 0.67 0.87 

118% 118% 118% 
“ 0% " 5%'““ '13% 

0 0 0 


lilii*®: .. 

.. _ _ 



7770 .; 


30 

1800 

42 232 119 


0.73 0.75 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 


gSw ' i 


r 118% 118% 118% 118% 148% 118% 
' 0%' 4% 0% Wb 0% 0% 


0 0 


@3 


"w;. .7:'7o:;; 


0.55 0773 ' 0.50 

118% 118% 118% 
'~d%~ v 

0 ' 0 ' 0 


■" 7 : 370 %' 

0 " 303 
0 374 




0% 

71 --g- nOT^tT 

0 0 590 0 0 0 

' : D.P+P 


O' 

0 


281 

T 8 ”0 ‘ T46 ‘ I 0 


90 375 

O T46 
Perm 




311 


' 7 . 7 : .^3^ 

'is •-• -v O 7 . ' : 

2 23 



”7 t — 



. 



— 4: o“~ 

&II1P 

21.0 

8.0 

z* ,;'77& v 

7 "W- 1 

9.0 9.0 

0.0 

34.0 O!0 ~ 

"3:0 ””42.0 ' 

'0.0' 0.0"' 

'0X s “1djo ; 

"28!b"” 38:b”” o.d 

0% 

49% ' 0% 

11% 60% 
2.0 

0% 0% ' 

1*170% 

" 40% T 40% r '0%' 


.3.0 “ .‘ 

*«S<vW.v .7.^ 

■***''■ 



2.0 

"r i;o';-: 

:73'3' '-■ w '."'7 < ; : -7': "'77^:'-lit' 1 ' 

- ;v7'7'7' -7? -£: '■ 

” 2:0 '^^.O- 

wWv».w.< 


. tag " 

. . ;»Artv.v.v.v.v«v»«w;v. i .vXh - 


Lead 'Lead"”” 


- - Ytrtry \ 7 

Yes ' 

;y 37 


Yes Yes 


'Min 

None 

. 


Min Min 


13.7 

18.9 

i^gign: 

" 

‘ 13.8 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
26: Court Street & Pearl Street 


09/12/2001 


< *s t r- V \ v 


v/c Ratio 
0niform belay, dl 


0.37 


0.45 


Delay ^ '9.7 7.0 

LOS ‘" .’ . A ^ .*. 

Approach Delay " 9.7 . 7.0. 

ApproaBi LOS A A 


0.49 

7.2 

” ""ST'"— 7.8 ’ 

A 

■ -^^V' • ;: v 

.A 


Area Type: CBC 

Cycle Length: 70 
Actuated Cycle Length': 42 
Natural Cycle: 40 


Control Type: Actuated-UricbFrdinated. 

Maximum v/c Ratio: u.49 


Intersection Signal Delay: 7.9 
IntersectionCapacity Utilizatibn.51 .1 % 

Intersection DoS: A~~ ‘ 

ICU Level of Service A * “ 


Splits and Phases: 26: Court Street & Pearl Street 
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URS Corporation 


Traffic Impact Study 


Section 5-7 
ETC / Build / AM Peak 



Timings 

11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


10/18/2001 


> 


> r 


< ^ t s v \ v 


Lane Configurations 





4 







4T» 

,00 

Idea! Flow (vphpl) " 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

19Uu 1900 

1900 

1900 y 

1900 

Lane Width (ft) 


V.V.-A- .V I'.vKWiW'J.W.V —< .V.» 

12 12 12 

12" 

: 

. \T“ 

1 ~ 12 ~ 

' " 

12 

“"'12 ‘ 

12 ' 

A, i2 

Grade (%) ' ' 


0% 



0% 



0% 




0% 


Storage Length (ft)' ‘ 



"O 

0 


0 

"" 0 “ 




0 



Storage Lanes 

'“7;:: 0 


0 

0 


0 

0 

psp r 


0 

0 



Total Losf 71mels)“^ 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

1:6 ~ 

'“3.0 

3.0 

im Ti ) 

Iff 


3.b“ 

3.0 

" ~z.o~ 

"Sb 

Leading Detector (ft) 

Trailing Detecfor fftT 


50 

50 

jew 


: ;7.f:ssr-;': 

777; 


50 

50 



'“" “ ; 0 " 


0 0 



I<wrtv.v, 


.~ ! <r 

0 


Turning Speed (mph) 

7 x^vv'::w.v,wa.V.v.v-^ 

15 

wi'Vi ^ yjffisraw&C 

7797 

15 ‘ 


9 

15 

\ ' -'S 

**** >> >w^w.v 

9 

-'15 

t ' :; n7'’’"~v'v>5 

sa 

Satd. Flow (prot) 

'0 ‘ 

l5lr 

0 

0 

1671 

6 “ 

0 

0 


0 


3077“ 

0.991 

■%77 S 

0 

Fit Permitted 

Cofrl Clrniu /narm\ MV MV 


. 

n 

u.nu 




Hi 

irfil 





Right Turn onRed, 
^'atifFlow (RTO^) 
pnk Speed (rnph) | 
Link Distance (ft) 
Travel Time(sj 
VolumefvpH) 
Confl.<Peds.(#/hr) 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Grb'MH’FatSdr 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 
Parking f/hr) 
Mid-Block Traffic (%) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 

TumType " . 

Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Detector Phases 
Minimum Initial (s) 
Minimum Spliti(s)i| 
Total Split (s) 

Total Split (%) ■ ;; : 
YeltbwTime(s) 
ftlfKedfnme (s) 


Yes 


181 

.30Tv-' ; ™: : ' 

40.9 

92 221 




":; : iYes':::;:^ 




nr 


30 

180 b 

PS 

“fi* 


0.25 0.75 

109% 100% 


0.94 

100 °/. 


0.67 0.88 

T00% 109% 


0 0" 

0.25 025 

109% 109'. 


Iipr;- Yes 

rr 30777: 

iloo *' 

40.9 

0 0 


0% 

"if 


6% 1% 2% 

0 0 


0% 

1356" 


2 

, -. . ^ 

4.0 

20 0 


0:0 ‘357(5 0.0 

mm 50% o% 

3.5 

o.5 . 


i% 

7" : 

0 % 

IM 0 770 

' Perm.. 

2 

2 2 
4.o Co 

20.0 20.0 

3576.35:0 

50% 50% 1 

l!5..3t5“' 

0.5 ~ 0.5 


0.25 

ldb% 

0% 0% 


0.25 

109% 




37 


10.67 


Yes 

““ Ilf ' 

30 .' 7 ;" 

1800 

40.9 

427166 


0.89 '; 0.83 
100% 100% 109°/o 


0 % 1 % 


: M 1 1 


0 

®«Ii 


0 ] 


0 

0% 

0 




0 


0 


0 


0 % 

0 

/■mm 


m 






Perm 

1 


' b%“ ' 

753 .:;;' 0 

vyrirjT 


0.0 


'■ , 'n-' A'"' - ' ■’ 

0.0 

: 0%S 


^W. ^ . v. 

* 

4.0 

'4.0“ 


8.0 

8.0 

0.0 0.0 

““33!0‘" 

35.0 

0% 0% 

50% 

50%' 



““ 3:5 . 

?*•" '"T'l 

0.5 

0.5 


0:0 

110 % 




Lead/Lag 

"'"'Tag 

..Lag 

Lag " ' 

'“TeaH" 

"tMd""' 

Lead-Lag Optimize? 

Yes' 

~ Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Recall Kfode " 

"Max 

"“'Max'' 

“"Max 

Max " 

Max 

Act Effct Green (s) 

32.0 


: 

' T V'7’Xv 

,320 ' 

Actuated g/C Ratio 

0.46 

>' 

0.46 


0.46 

v/c Ratio 

bniform Delay, dl 

0.45 

.."'5.9"““"“' 

I''.- ' 
h . c</... 

1.39 

19.0 


, 0.51 

Delay 

613. 

/ - >V^.W • ' 

159.4 


711.4 

LOS ‘ ‘ 

A 


F 


B 

Approach Delay 

6.3 

1 * 1 

tfis'A*/: --' : .vjc7v7v>.v'..V^., 

159.4 

.7'.:7i 

, 11 4 - > 

X'i 
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Timings 

11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length:' 70 -* v C,/; **'■”” ~v"" Tf" ” / — - — 

Actuates Cycle Length: 70 ^ 

Offset: 8 (11%),"Referenced to phase"2:EBWB, Start of Green"' ** *“ .- 

Raturaftycle 55 .~ — s 

Control Type: Pretimed ... . 

* .vX-A*: V/XWiA AV.^'.VAV^WSMVAV^V. MHiWmWHvA vXWX-'X vW.VAWAv.'- ,'A* A 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.39 

Intersection Signal Delay: 71.0 ' Intersection LOS: E 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 103.0% ~~ ICU Level of Service F‘. 


10/18/2001 



Splits and Phases: 1T. E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 
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Timings 

6 : E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 


10/18/2001 



> 

- 

> < <■ 

A t A V 1 V 

Lane Group 

EBL 

EBT 



Lane Configurations 


4» 

4* 

4» 4» 

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

1900 

1900 

iyuu iyuo iyuu 1 you, 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

Lane Width (ft) 

if 

12 

12 12 12 12 

12 12 12 12 12 12 

Grade (%) 


0% ' 

• >.>^ f -• ^|!ip• rV 

0 % 0 % 

Storage Length (ft) 

b 


0 0 0 

0 00 0 

Storage Lanes 

IT 


0 0 0 


Total Lost Time (s) 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 

-g-Q- -- 30 

Leading Detector (ft) 

50 

50 

50 50 

50 50 50 50 

Trailing Detebbriti 1 

’ if 



- 0 ^0'"*" 0. 

Turning Speed (mph) 


9 15 * 9 15 " 9 15 9 

Satd. Flow (prat) 

0 

1581 

0 0 1565 0 

0 1461 0 0 1555 0 

Fit Permitted 


0 918 

0.889 

-- 

0.997 0.981 


Right Turnon Red 
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 

Link'Speed (mph) 

Link bistarice (ft) ” 

Travel Time (s) 

^olumetvpn) 

Confl.Peds. (#/hr) 

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 

Peak Hour Factor 
Growth Factor 
Hea^ Vehicles (%) 0% 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 0 

Parking f/hr) 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 

Turn Type Perm 

Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases “ 2 

Detector Phases 2 

Minimum lrirtial(s| 4.0 

Minimum Split (s) 21.0 

Total splftir^- ' 30?b 

Total Split(%) 49% 

YellowTi'me (s) ' 3.0 

All-Red Time (s) 2.0 


.."40 

;■■■■• 30 

^ issr 

40.9 
18 132 

;13*E 




mmm 


‘ Yes 


Yes 


25 


til 


56 


""'55 

'30' 

1800 

40.9 

"■iff” 


71 


16 


. 8 

30 
1800 
40.9 

" f69 1 


Yes 


15 


Still: 




100 % 


0.45 0.78 0.31 

109% 100% 

6 %' 

0 

mgs 


0.83 

100 c 

0% 

0 


0.79 0.68 

100°/ 109% ' 


0.80 0.88 

1 09% io6% 


o% 


2 


Lead/Lag 

Lead4LagOMWfe? 

Recall Mode 
Aqt : Ef^:^merv|S):!f 
Actuated g/C Ratio" 
v/c Ratio 

Qhif6rm"Delay, di""**’ 




Lag 

Yes 

Max 


lllllilll 


LOS 

Approach Delay" 
Approach LOS 


2 ! 

. 

21.0 

M iojo 

49% ' "j 

’ .‘ 

m? 

Lag 

Yes 

““Max”'"' 

27.0 

" o:4t' ! 

: ,wm ,' 

10.0 

10.5 

"'.B 

"1T0-6F": 

B 


° ' o ° 

Perm 

.. ' "'. ~2 

2 

4.0 

0.0 "foio 

49% 

tt 


4% 


0 % 

333 


4% 50% 




0 




0 


i i 


0 

Perm 


2.0 
Tag" 
Yes 
.Max” 




Ml, 

2 

'4;o 
21.0 
30.0 “ 
49% 

3th 

2.0 

.Lag"" 

Yes 
"" Max' 
27.0 

"""fit"" 

” 0.5® 

10.6 

. ' "'W 

10.6 


0.9 

0 % 


“ T ‘ 

1 

4.0 

21.0 

“ 3f!tn 

51% 

2.0 

‘'Lead" 

IJIglff 

""M ax " 




13% 
.0 

0 % 

376 


1 

r~ 

..... , M 

4.0 

210 

31.0 

51% 

3.0 

2.0 

Lead ” 
Yes 
Max 
28.0 

"“oif 

0.56 

iff 

UPP 

B 

12.4 

IT 


0.63 0.25 

: ^ 109% 

: 20 % 
o 


30 

1800 

40.9 

43' 


“075 
100 % 
0% 10% 
0 0 


0.25 

109% 

0% 

b 


.v iv.Jj 


o : ,.,,, 0 

“"Perm" 

i mmmm mm 

"i 

. —pp S 

.4.0 

* 21.0 

.TfTo 

51% 

' 3 :b 
2.0 
Lead" 
Yes 
Max 


0.0 

|0%^ 

ilsi 


0% 
'65 

1 

1 

to “ 

21:0 

31.0 


51%* 

3:0 
2.0 
Lead 

Max 
28.0 
0.46 
0.09 ' . 
8.7 ~ 

9.1 

9.1 

A 


0.0 


XI 




Convention Center Intersection Study 09/12/2001 No-Build ETC (2007) 
TMK 

GBNRTCBUFF-ST51 


AM PEAK 


Synchro 5 Report 
Page 1 


D-184 





Timings 

6 : E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 


10/18/2001 



Area Type: CBD 

Cycfe Length: 61 
Actuated Cycle Length: 61 

Offset: 20 (33%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green 
Klatural Cycle: 45.""'..™ 


Control Type: Pretimed 
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.56 


Intersection Signal Delay: 11.1 ' -''"'"Intersection LOSfB 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.7% 1CU Level of Service C 



Splits and Phases: 6: E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 


09/17/2001 



Lane Configurations 


Lane Width (ft) 


Storage Length (ft) 

vsgpstsieaefatxxit g . 


Total Lost Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 

Leading Detector (ft) 50 

Trailing Detector (ft) 0 

Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 0.95 

Ped Bike Factor 

Frt “ ’ 0.953“ 

Fit Protected ’ 

Satdt Flow (prot) ' *. 0 2740 ' 6 


1900 1900 

4t 

1900; 1900 1900 

1900 | 

4900 

1900 i 

1900 

4ft 

1900-, 

f 

1900 

12 

12 

12 12 12 

.12 

12 ' 

12 

12 

12 

12 

:o% 

0 

0% 

i. tK-KUl. 

0 0 

wMMSMi 

0 

' .0% 

o' 

0 

'0% 

yi 

0 

iHIHi* 

0 0 

0 

- k : 'r-' 

’t 0 

,0 


; i 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 3.0 3.0 

.3 0 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 


50 50 


ttti/' 


■ 50- 

50 ; 

-"'50 


0 0 
15 


figliliJi gsgf ii 


0.95 0.95 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.91 


ifSlS 


0.850 


Fit Permitted 


Blllllll 


Satd. Flow (perm) 

Right Turn on Red l 
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 

Headway Factor | p|ft 1 ,T4' 1 Tl 4 fp|||| 1.14 | 1.14 114' 1.14 

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 

Travel Time (s) 40.9 40.9 

& aa«E 351 ® w:Mm ° 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) __ 

HiiiiillSlM B IC Hi IS&HHi 1 


wsp mm 

0 2740 


Y 


0 990 ‘ ", V 

0 3191 0 0 

0 990 

0 3191 6 6 




>357 ' 0 v"5 ; -< 0 - , i-V'0 


- , ,0.9991 

0 0 4617 1439 

■ ' PM '? J - 0.999 

0 0 4617 1439 

i Yes * Yes 

113 

1.14 '' 1.14 1.14 -41.14 

30 

, - 1800 
40'9 

0 50 3200 609 


Peak Hour Factor 


0.25 0.81 0.49 0.72 0.85 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.75 


1 % 1 % 

Zo'^'r -o 


o. 

Perm 


0 




2 


2 2 

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 

Minimum' Sp”lit (s)J ST 21.0 "T 21 0^ >2i70 - ! 

Total Split (s) 0.0 23.0 0.0 23.0 23.6 0.0 0.0 6 

Total'Split'(%)fe; > ^ ' 0%*£ 31%^ 31% 0% 0%"' 0 

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.6 

AII : Red%ie0 - YJr'^'^&%. -.2,0 3?pJ 

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag 

Lead-Lag Optimize’ jM. i : 

Recall Mode Max Max Max 

'#-ojg 

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 0.27 


2 

2 


, - I 0% 

67 3636 692 

-0^3703' 1692 
iplit Prot 

1 It 1 


Growth'Factor , 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 100% 100% 100% 

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 2% 37% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 2% 1% 1% 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) % t WHS® W ' 0^ Z0 0 0 0 0 0 ;0 ; 0 

Parking (#/hr) 

iHBMi0% « - i»: . ’0% - -.0% 

Adj. Flow (vph) 0 170 78 114 458 0 0 0 0 67 3636 692 

LaneGroupJFIoy/(vph) 1 5^0, "^248 ? 0 0 * 572 0 0 0 0 0 " 3703 692 

Turn Type Perm Split Prot 

prot ected :m . 1 

Permitted Phases 2 2 

betectdoPhases 2 ; vt2“ | IPlIlttLt ‘ft ■ -It ti ! i l^'^i^t 

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 

Him}. ^i&7T~,! “‘2i.i«i3) r - W 3 M f - 21.0 '21.0, ,21.0 

Total Split (s) 0.0 23.0 0.0 23.0 23.6 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0 52.0 52.0 52.0 

Total Split (%)jg ' 0% 4 , 31% 0%4 31%;4 31% 0% 0% 0% 0% 69%" "69% 69% 

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 3.0 3.6 3.0 3.0 3.0 

Allied Time ,(s) i ^ j?,0 ^ ? 2 0 | * 2.0 . 2.0 2.6- ,2.0 

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead Lead 


wmsmi 
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1 

1 


4.0 

4.0 

4.0 

Pi>! 

21.0 

,'|2l':d 

52.0 

52.0 

.52.0 

69% 1 

s 69% 

.69% 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

2.0 

, p. 

t2.0 

Lead 

Lead 

Lead 

Yes | 

Yes 

lips 

Max 

Max 

Max 


|| pi 

si '-'49.0 


0.65 

0.65 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 


09/17/2001 


> 


> f 


< ^ t A V 1 V 


v/c Ratio 0.34 

Uniform Delay, dl 22.1 

Delay 1 22 -5 

LOS C 

H^ach DefaiL * . "'.I 22.5 / ~ 

Approach LOS C 


0.67 

24.6 


.25.0 

..C 

Pi: 

c 


' v'-'v” y 


K**f&**:i -V ' 


*~j; „——. 


.. w . 'v % V. 




rnfeYsec'tioW'Summar 

Area Type: CBD 

L?&b, 

Actuated Cycle Length: 75 

smssrai a mu 

Natural Cycle: 150 

Control Jypej Pretimed < , ^ | z&Wk 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.23 . 

1 nte rsbc ti o n'Sj g nalDe lay: 81.2 t '/1 Intersection LOS: F 

Fntersection Capacity Utilization 115.3% ICU Level of Service G 


■ssbtsSb 


1.23 
13.0 
T07.6 
' F 
*91* 

t 


p.v 
6 
7 
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Timings 

16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 


10/18/2001 



> 

— > 

< 

- 

< 


t 

A V | 

V 










SSi 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vpfipl) 

“ “T ! 4900 

r i9oo»si9oo: 

SI 900 

1900 

11900 T 

1900 

4ttT» 

1900 

190011900m 900;: 

1900 


Lane Width (ft) 


12 
' 0 


12 


12 


IT 


12 


12 


12 


12 


12 


Grade(%)--' 0% - 0%.. ~ .. 0% 


...... Q 0 


Storage Length (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Storage Lanes 0 ' '0 0 0 0 0 

Total tost Time (s) "" 3.0 . 3.0 3.0.35 3.0 .3.0. 3!0 3.0 3.0 • 

BeSdirig “Detector (ft) ' 50 50 : 50 50“ 50 * 

. ^ ^ -• X-. ^ ..... .... X ..VV . . X.w'xX. >. . -V. VS-V.--. .s . X .... ..X-.V - ' -X W A....,' . .... ...>. S A : . _V...;..«.A 


12 

0 

0 

3:0 


■ 12 
0 % 


3.0" 


" 12 

". 0 

■* 0 
‘Xo 


Trailing^ etecto r’(ft) 
Turning Speed (mph) 
Satd. Flow (prot) 




Fit Permitted c 
Satd. Flow (perm) 


0 

i15g 

(TM 0 

0.687 

.0.2099 " 0 

Right Turn drf Red 
Satd. Flow (RTOW)^" 

Link 'SpeM;(mph)flp 
Link Distance (it) 

Travel Time;(s)~ ' ’ " 
volume (vph) 


0 


IS 


■'“T;. 9 :: 15 9 ' 15 9 


• Yes !■! 


30 ' 

1800 



“3057 0 0 ““ 5537 “'“O' 

0.991 

.0..0 5537 0“ 

9“ 


r “3057 

. 1 
- “3 

30 

n 40 9 w "i*® ' OTA 409 

73 291 5 270 1398 


0 


0 

0 


.... ..rr.i-’t-.t....... s... .. 


Til" 


-- •'..'.V-.. . .■■-/./ .-A ■ ...VS .-■■m :! ' V A ... .iv.VAS 


30 
1800 
40.9 

0 ' ' ’ o 


0 

Yes 




SlISIpp» 

Confl7 Bikes t§h?P 

ppak Hour Factor 0.79 0.91 0.74 0.25 0.82 0.63 0.75 0.91 0.74 0.25 0.25 0.25 

Growth Factor '* T59lt ^T&9% 109%" 109% 100% 109% 109% T09%109%109% 109% 109% 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0%.13% 0% 0% 6% 0% '3% ..4 ^. 5/o Q A> 0 9% 

^0 0 —0 0 ——0 


MHHpripK,'L. i . I .; ... ,. lr ... . ,.,. 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 0% 0% 0% 0% 


34; ' 0 

s- A.V s..*sv'/ 


p?;i2pi£ r 

f.^.SViV^MV.VMMSw3w>W^A‘.V.'.SVAV.V. > . < 

Split 

1 1 


0 0 0 


0 




*§*> 0 19 ? 0 . 0 

Perm 

Protected Phases “ “ 2. “■'' ' t ~"V“2 

&3S&X x J-"vwi- ;v„,ss^\s«ls —vsw'cASi^ 

Permitted Phases 2 

Detector Phases . ■ “2;.2-11'.- r^r r . 1 .• *, 7 ^ 

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 X 0 

Minimum Sprit (s) 20.0 20.0 - - ? 20.0 21.0 21.0 ; 

Total Splrtls) 27.0 27.0 6.0 0.0 27.0 0.6 48.0 48T) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total Split (%) 36% 36% 0% ' 0% 36% 0% 64% 64% 0% 0% 0% 0 % 

fellow Time (s) 3 5 3V“......35 : .3.0.““I!b.■ . 

All-Red Time (S) 0.5 0.5 0.5 2.0 2.0 

Lead/Lag Lag Lag Lag Lead Lead 

Lead-Lag Optimize? “ Yes ; “ Yes ' “ . Yes Yes. Yes. 

Recall Mode . Max Max. Max Max Max 

Act Effcf Green (s) “7. 

Actuated g/C Ratio "'. '' 

v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, dl 


• 1 'Vv. j ' 

'' V.x AX.. Av-i^ .. \ . .VV..C....X 


24.0 :.C '" .24.0 : 

. . ....... .. ...... ..... . _ ..-Cv.... .. 

0.32 0.32 


ITT “ “45.0' 

- XV 

0.60 




LOS 

Approach Delay “ 
Approach LOS 


• .Q ^g^rr -—" ' q 37 .. " — 0 68 

.19.1 ' 19.5 ... 9.8 

■ 19.5 . ■ ; 19.8 10.0 

. B .’.. B . . A 

19.5 . .. 19.8 10.0 

B.... B.^. . J .v..: 


: 'i L\ 
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Timings 

16: Genesee Street & Eim Street 


10/18/2001 


§§§1 




Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length:~75 ' v- 
Actuated Cycle Length: 75 
Offset 48 (64%), Referenced to phase 2-EBWB, Start of Green 
Natural Cycle: 15 


r v 




:7 ^ 




Control Type: Pretimed n ' 77 _ 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.68 
Intersection Signal Delay: 11.9 ~ intersection LOS: B 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 64.5°/o.. " ICU Level of Service B 


'WWW* 

mM&u-*: 
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Timings 

46: Scott Street & Washington Street 


10/18/2001 




> < 


< ^ t A V l V 


Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Lane Width (ft) ’ 
Grade (%) ' 

Storage Length (ft) 


Total Lost Time (s) 
Leading Detector (ft) 
Trailing Detector (ft) 
Turning Speed (mph) 
Satd. Flow (prot) 

Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) " 
Right Turn on Red 
Satd! Flow (RTOR) 
Link Speed (mph) 

Link Distance (ft) 
Travel Time (s) ' 

Volume (vph) 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) " 

Doinfl. Bikes (#/h^““' 
Peak Hour Factor 

- .v.. 

Growth Factor 


4t» 



. 1900 1903 

1900 

1900 j?°° i . 
12 12 

12 ”12 

“Hf 

“0% 


' . 0% 

0 

“ 0 

"0 

0 

o 

o 


3.0 


50 50 

50 X 5q . 


. 12 " 12 ' 


1900 

12. 

0% 


41* 

1900 1900 ' 


.0 2818 ~ 

0.847 
' 0 ’2433 


"Q—— 

0 

0 


W>| r v 

0 2619 
0.898 
0‘ "2378 


@§e ; 

3.0 

50 
0 
"9 

6 


O' .. 

'O'' 

3.0””3.0 
50 

m (t 

15 ' 

"mSEr 

0.898 

inr 


Yes 


35" 


Yes 

80 


12 

rsL.v.: 

o 

0 

3.0 


9 

.0 

0 

Yes 


12 

0 

0 

3.0 

50 

0 

15 

<r 


12 

HUB 


3.0 

50 

0 


'' 6 


3010 
0.892 
2707 


.v .v.\ 

1800 


36 


40.9 
15 




30 

' 1800.. 

40.9. 




iSsSSp 

49 


■gO -: 

1800 
40.9 
13 86 


1900 

12 

" " :% o 

' 0 
3.0 


pp9 

0 

0 

Yes 


21 


30 

1800 

. 40.9 

49 285 


27 


0.94 0.63 0.53 0.71 

100% 109% 109% 109% 


0.61 0.81 

• «v <1 is® 

100% 109% 


|0.95 

00 % 


am 

109% 


0.77 0.89 

109% 100% 


Bus Blockages (#/hr) 
Parking (#/hr) 
Mid-Block Traffic (%) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Detector Phases 
Minimum Initial (s) 
Mininlum Split (s) p 
Total Split (s) 

Total Split (%) 

Yellow Time (s) “ 

All-Red Time (s) 
Lead/Lag' ” 

Lead-Lag Optimize? 
Recall Mode' 

Act Effct Green (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, dl 

Will 


fO;96 
09% 

mam 



LOS 

:v- v.V:-X.X^X:' 

A 

A 

’ p- 

”.•..A. 

Approach Deifi 

•%_ . ^ ' ■ OrU 

3.8 

3.6 

. „ 4 0'”” — 

approach LOS 

A 

A 

A 

A 
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Timings 

46: Scott Street & Washington Street 


10/18/2001 


Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 60 .. ' . .. 

Actuated Cycle Length: 44 ■* *-’" “ a "*' • 

Naturaf Cycle: 50 ~ W ~ 7 -T 
Control Type: Semi Act-Uncdord 

Maximum Wd Ratio:0.26.. ... 

Intersection Signal Delay: 4.0 intersection LOS: A 

. " ■ - lCU;tI§yeKoOSeryiceW “ 


■iisjiS&ii 


w 'Jg| j ^ 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 

43: Perry Street & Washington Street 10 / 18/2001 



> 

EBL 

- 



V 

V 



EBT 

WBT| 

WBR 




Lane Configurations 



ft* 



r 


Sign Control 


Stop 

Stop 

IHiSi 

Stop 



Volume (veh/h) 

39' 

6 

5 

215 

"241 

8 


Peak Hour Factor 

0.61 

0.75 

0 25 

0 88 

0.85 

1.00 


Hourly flow rate (veh/h) 

64 

' 9" 

""",'22' 

244 

.'284 

W “T 




wb r 





Volume Total (vph) 

67 

6 

15 

252 

284 

9 


VofumeLeft (vph) 
Volume Right (vph) 

64 

0” 

O' 

0 

0 

" ‘""0 

0 

244 

284 

•—Tsr 

0 

. . ~ ~ — ~ ~- 

Hadj (s> 

0.3 

0.0 

0.7 

-0.2 

05 

- 0.4 


Departure Headway (s) 

5.9 

5.6 

6.0 

f.1 

5.8 

5.0 


Degree" Utilization, x 

0.11 

0.01 

0.02 

0.36 

0.46 

0.01 


Capacity (veh/h) 

570 

599 

475 

576 

607 

703 


Control Delay (s) 
Approach Delay (s) 

8.5 

84 

7.5 

7.9 

9.6 

9.7 

12.5 

.12.4 

69 


Approach LOS 

A 


A 


B 




iSHIwi 






_| 


Delay 10.7 

HCM Level of Service ’ B 

intersection Capacity Utilization 40 9°'c ICU Level of Service A 
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Timings 

21: Court Street & Franklin Street 


10/18/2001 


> 


> < 


< ^ t A V \ V 


" 12 "* 


' cT 

0 

3.0 


0 


Lane Configurations 
Ideaf Flow (vptipf)/,/;f 
Larie Width (ft)* 

Graae (%);;;; 

Storage length (ft) 

Sto raQeLanes ';p|< ■ 

Total'Lost Timers)”’ 

Leading Detector (ft) 50 

Trailing Detector (ft) 0 

Turning Speed (mph) 15 

Satd. Flow (prat) 0 

Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flowlperrh)' 
RghtTumonRed 
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 

Link Speed (mph) 

Link Distance (ft) 

Travel Timers)' 

Volume (vph) 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) “ 

Confi. Bikes (#/hrf " 

Peak HburFactor,,/ 

Growth Factor " " 

Heavy Vehicles'(%)' 

Bus' Blockages 0/iir) 

Parking (#/hr) 

M kj-BlockT raffic'(%).. 

Lane Group Flow (vphj:;r “ Op 


1900 1900 1900 

12 


12 

0 % 


3.0' 

50 

“O’' 


"~'o 

0 

3.0 


1900 

12 

0 

0 

3:6 


1900 

12 

0% 


1900 1900 1900 


3.0 


OU 

1) 


;T900J 

■"It 

.0 

v—o, 

" 3.6 

50 
0 


12 

0 

0 

3.0 


12 

0 % 


'3!0' 

50 

0 


12 

o' 

0 

3.0 


2803 
0.866 
2440'. 


9 

"0 


15 

0 




2955 




0~ 2955' 




18 ~ 


Spill! 


30 

i8do 

40.9 

245 


ys» 


9 
0 

0 
Yes 


15 

T 




"2739"™ 
0 987 


9 

0~ 


ils 


148 
30 
1800 
40.9 

0 365 169" 


0.50 0.81 0 90 

100% 109% 109% 

, - 0% “ 

0" 


0.90 0.86 

109% 109% 


0.84 
100 % 100 % 


'"'0'2739 

0 


Yes 

29 


30 


1800 


40.9 


97 364 

69 



0 50 0 82 

0.75 


100%' 109%"' 


1900' 1900 ”“1900 

" 12 '"" ". 12 ' : 12 

0 % 

..0 ' " ” 0 

0 0 

.'3:6'"'"" 3.0 “.3.0 


15 9 

”■ Q : - Q 

0 0 0 
Yes 


30 

1800 ‘ 

— 40.9' r . 

"0“ “■ ' “0.. 0 


0.9CK;: 0.90 ' tO.90 
'109% 109"%" "109% 


Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Detector Phases 
Minimum Initial (s) 
Minimum Split (s) 
Total Split (s) 

Total Split (%) 

Yellow Time (s) 
All-Red Time is) 

■ . .v.*.v.*. JWMCSwJKrX'.'X*:. 

Lead/Lag 

Lead-Lag Optimize? 
Recall Mode 
Act Effcf Green (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
v c Ratio 

Uniform Delay, dl 

Delay 

LOS 

ApprpaWpa'ayT^r 

Approach 


Perm 

...~2“ 

2 


17% 

0% 

0% 

5% 

5% 

44% 

3% 

10% 

0% 

;q% p o% 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

O’ ’ 

0 

0 0 

^PE^H 

P^:j|g:p£gT: 



piis 

^$|P§ltPswii 

ISIIllfl 

lllllllf 



0% 

i l&Mb&eemsi 


0% 



0% 



0%"" 

366 

0 

0 

664 

0 

o 

738 

0 

0 

•" o 0 


2 


.2 

2 


i 


T 

1 






.4:6' 

4.0 

mmmm 


4.0 

4.0 

4.0 


wmmmmmm 



21.0 

210 


iphh 

21.0 

illilf! 

21.0 

21.0 



iS«S 

mpfin 

40.0 

40.0 

0.0 

0.0 

40.0 

0.0 

30.0 

30.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

“ITo 

57% 

57% 

0% 

0% 

57% 

0% 

43% 

-13% 

0% 

0 % 

0 % 

IB 

3.0 

3.0 

„VA»V.V.™VW,VAV 


' “'" 3 : 0 ""' 


3.0 

3.0 


■IWWWMWiW* 



2.0 

Lag 

20 

Lag 

MiMM 

*Slii 

20 

Lag' 

in 

2.0 

Lead" 

2.0 

Lead 



®Bmii 

:khbJ: 

Yes 

Yes 



Yes 


Yes 

Yes 





Max 

""Max 



"Max" 


Max" 

"Max™ 






37.0 


37.0 



27.0 






0.53 



noB" 


smmtsmm 

0.39 

mmmstmsz 



"• Xm4, 


0 28 



041 



0.69 






9.1 



74 



17.2 






94 



76 



17.7 






A 



A 



B 






9.4 



7.6 



17.7 


p!iiii||pp|pp||i: 




A 



A 



B 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave ___ 09/1 7/2001 


> 

— 

> 

r *- 

7 7 

t 

r 

v i 

V 

EaiillSrouW . EBL^EBTWCEBRi 


WBR : :NBL . 

NBT 


Lane Configurations ^ 

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 1900 

1900 1900 

1900 

1900 

t* 

1900 1900 

1900 

Lane Width (ft) 12 

12 

12 

12 12 

12 12 

12 

12 

12 12 

12 

Grate (W 7::„ |,. 

0% 


0% 

pt£/ : 

70% 


:: 0% 1 


Storage Length (ft) 0 


0 

0 

0 0 


0 

0 

0 

Storage Lanes 1 

.i7 :<i<7 

0 


- 0 1 


0 

. 1 ■ ■ 

,0 

Total Lost Time (s) 3.6 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 3.0 

3.0 3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 3.0 

3.0 

lilll&fiitctorfft) 50 

50 


50 50 

50 

50 


50 -50 

fj:C 

Trailing Detector (ft) 0 

6 


6 0 

6 

0 


0 0 


IPSrSinSfSpeicIlm ph) 15 


9 

iifiS 1 iSIP- 

' 9 15 

i7;::!9| 

7''' 15 ” 

9 

Lane Util. Factor 1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 1.00 

1.00 1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 1.00 

1.00 

Ped Bike Factor 

• r r *' 






v . yip.: 


Frt 

0.906 


0.909 


0.993 


0.983 


Fit Protected ' : 

iiill 


0.950 

0.950 


7;: : - 

0.950 


Satd. Flow (prot) 1710 

1361 

0 

1221 1472 

0 1593 

1641 

6 

1464 1544 

0 

Fit Permitfed, ' " ' ] 

iilfi 


0.734 

0.631 


, 

0.342 


Satd. Flow (perm) 1710 

1361 

0 

944 1472 

0 1058 

1641 

0 

527 1544 

0 

Right Turn on Red 


Yes 

.; mp 

Yes 


Yes 


jTYes 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 

22 

1.14 

145 


7 


17 


HeadwayTactor ■ ~ > 1.14 

1.14 

1.14 1.14 

1 -14 1.14 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 1.14 

71.14 

Link Speed (mph) 

30 


30 


30 


30 


Link Distance (ft) i 

1800 


_ 1800 

Mrnmm 

1800 

777:!Ii 

1800 


Travel Time (s) 

40.<f 


40.9 


40.9 


40.9 


MmMik , 0 

8 

.; ;v;S«viMWW& 

9 

16 109 

: 217 90 

373 

15 

47 129 

Mi 

Confl.Peds. (#/hr) 

Confl! Bikes (#/hr) y 




pplp 1 • 





Peak Hour Factor 6.25 

0.67 

0.45 

0.75 0.67 

0.87 0.87 

0.81 

0.63 

0.78 0.83 

0.50 

Growth Factor ~~ 109% 

109% 

;109% 

100% 100% 

100% 109% 

109%: 

109% 

109% ,109% 

109% 

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 

0% 

22% 

33% 2% 

8% 2% 

3% 

13% 

11% 10% 

0% 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) f 0 
Parking (#/hr) 

0 

0 

0 Oj 

0 0 

0 

" 0 

0 ,0 

0 

Mid-Block fraffic|%) ]7 

0 % 

tfr'WMXsiv*.-. >y.: 

0% 

V- ' 4 

.0% 


; 0% 


Adj. Flow (vph) 6 

13 

22 

21 163 

249 113 

502 

26 

66 169 

22 

Lane'Group Flow'(vph) 1 0 

35 

0 

21 412 

0 113 j 

528 

,0 

66 191: 

0 

Turn Type Perm 



Perm 

Perm 



Perm 


Protected Phases j 


IIBI 

1 ■ m SB. M s 

* 


1 




Permitted Phases 2 



2 

1 



1 


Detector Phases 2 




1 

1 


1 1 


Minimum Initial (s) 4.6 

4.0 


4.0 4.0 

4.0 

4.0 


4.0 4.0 


Minimum Split (s) j 21.0 

21.0 


21.0 21.0 

7 9-0 

9.0 


9.0 9.0 

0". 

Total Split (s) 25.0 

25.0 

0.0 

25.0 25.0 

0.0 35.0 

35.0 

6.0 

35.0 35.0 

0.0 

Total Split (%) 42% 

42%;! 

; 0% 

42% 42% 

0% 58% 

58% 

' , 0% 

58% 58% 

- 0% 

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 

3.0 


3.0 3.0 

3.0 

3.0 


3.0 3.0 


All-Red Time (s) 2.0 

2.0 

7/ V 

2-0 . 2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

.773: 

2.0' 2.0 


Lead/Lag Lag 

Lag 


Lag Lag 

Lead 

Lead 


Lead Lead 


Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes 

Yes 

Yes Yes 

Yes 

Yes 


Yes Yes 

;..;;;.77S;:.:;: : 7: 

Recall Mode Max 

Max 


Max Max 

Max 

Max 


Max Max 


Act Effct Green (s) 

22 0 

/"‘S ) 7y7 > i 

22.0 22.0 

32.0 

32:6 


32.0 . 32.0; 


Actuated g/C Ratio 

0.37 


0.37 0.37 

0.53 

0.53 


0.53 0.53 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 


09/17/2001 



/*■ v 

\ v 

mi ebl’ ebt 

NBR SBL 

SBT -,~SBF| 

v/c Ratio. : 0.07 0.06 0 : 65 0.20 0.60 

Uniform Delay, dl 4.5 12.3 9.7 7.3 9.5 

Delay ■ i 7.7 12.7 10.6 7.7 10.1 

0.23 

7.5 

8:3 

0.23 

6.7 

,7.0, 

LOS A B B A B 

Approach Delay,_j_7.7 . „ . .. 10.7 9.6 

A 

A 

7.3 , '' 

Approach LOS A B A 


A 



- H 1 si i m 1 

Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 60 j ■ 

1#;%* 5 :K,.? 

W&Z?-: ' : ' x x /■' 


Actuated Cycle Length: 60 __ 

Offset (13%y, Referenced tophase 2:EBWB, Start of Green i I* 

Natural Cycle: 50 

|oi®iMiippei^P: ■ ' • :. ■ -;f ; 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.65 

Intersection Signal Delay: 9.5 Intersection LOS: A 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 71.6% ICU Level of Service C 


Splits and Phases: 36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 


It 

"T* b2 

iSs . • 1 M 

JSjs_!_JH 


Convention Center Intersection Study 09/17/2001 Build ETC (2007) - AM PEAK Synchro 5 Report 

TMK Page 6 

GBNRTCBUFF-ST51 


D-195 











Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
31: W. Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 


09/17/2001 



> — > y < y t 

r v 

1 v 





Lane Configurations 
idealFlo^XvF-'' 





Storage Length (ft) 


4^ 

1PPP 

12 12 12 
0 % 

o. 


1900 1900 1900, 

12 12 12 

: : . : 

..6.' .o 


1900 
. 12 


1900 

12 

- 0 % 


0 

0 


1900 

12 

0 

: T< -0! 


1900 

12 

'i 

0 

0 


4t 

1900 

12 

0 % 


1900 

12 

0 

* ” 0 


Total Lost Time (s) 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

30 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

L¥IdmgT3ireH6r(ft) 

50 

„ 50 - 

w v '• w w35* - >»y i , yv ': 

• m- >'wr_ 

50 


50 

sv ■ •y»%ar-3L«rs«SKi 

v|50 H 

Trailing Detector (ft) 

0 

0 






0 


6 

0 


TuminglSpeed <(m ph) : 

. "i 15 


9 

Tsl 

«*W)W«: VJWWj 

W : 'W% 

15 


utm 

8SSI1 

gm*- i 

wm 

Lane Util. Factor 

0.95 

0.95 

0.95 

1.00 

1.66 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

0.95 

0.95 

1.00 

Ped Bike Factor 



PI 

iHSliHM 



•y 

.-:.: ...:'!:• JS?X'v^S(«a : . 

, Hi 

•? ? 



Frt 


0.982 






0.994 





Fit Protected : "It! 


i0;992 


: / ' H^v's 


/ • 



Ifell 

Ifi; ■ , 

0.993 

y.x<zt 

Satd. Flow (prot) 

0 

3142 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1637 

0 

0 

3115 

0 

Fit Permitted . 


mm 


--.y yx. ■.•:•• 



Vv\ .5 :• :' 'U : ' 



a -•■■- ■ -v; : 

0-993 : 

'•v ■• • ’ V.’<* 

Satd. Flow (perm) 

0 

3142 

0 

0 

6 

0 

0 

1637 

0 

0 

3115 

0 

Right Turnon Red 



Yes - ... ;■ 

SBP 

Yes 



Yes 

i; •- r'v-' 

Yes 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 


24 






6 



1.14 


Headway Factor 

1 1.14 

1-14 .. 1.14 

1.14 

1.14 

1 14 

IBB 


1.14 

1:14 

1.14 

1.14 

Link Speed (mph) 


30 



30 



30 



30 


Linroistaiice:®) Ig 

» ,/aI; . _ , 

DU) 


1800 



iHBBH 

« *vMv»«*Kv:w •->:■: 

S 1 

: V-.' 

A'Vx-Sx ; : : >Sx--Xv 

18Q0 

. ..<wsi 

Travel Time (s) 


40.9 



40.9 



40.9 



40.9 


Volume (vph) 

•• U»' 

364 

>. IC-aWIW^. wam 1 

HHEE1 

? 0 0 

lag 0 


134 

ISIS 

99 

592 

0 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 













Confi. Bikes (#/hr) 

~] ' . : 


ljf| v $|§ 


7& r '. V f&i 

pl-iV-l. : 




Peak Hour Factor 

0.80 

0.87 

0.62 

0.90 

0.90 

0.90 

0.90 

0.70 

0.50 

0.95 

0.96 

0.90 

Growth Factor 

109% 

109%; 109% 

10954,; 

1 HB8H 

109% 

109% 

109% 

109% 

100 % 

100 % 

100 % 

Heavy Vehicles (%) 

0 % 

1 % 

0 % 

6 % 

6 % 

0 % 

0 % 

4% 

0 % 

13% 

2 % 

0 % 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 

■ o 

o 

0 

0 

-o 

. ,w • ^ 


.P 

0 0 

0 

' o 

Parking (#/hr) 













mfcmmmm* 


0 % 

• '* f " 


0 % 

l§ 


0 % 

811S8 

■ r . 

6 % 

; , 

■, H . • 

Adj. Flow (vph) 

Lane Group Flow (vpl 

95 

456 

74 

0 

0 

0 

6 

209 

9 

104 

617 

0 

1 ) '! :WI 

Spill 

HHHtt 

0 

mumm. 

Pa 

in 

.;<v:^x<y.:Sx<:x>A<: 

!i o ;- 

y 218 

;,0 

1 « 

721 

0 

Turn Type 

Perm 









Perm 



Protected Phases 

,tr" 

2 . 



•' • ‘ V^.V 





H' ; il 

&.y m 

Permitted Phases 

2 

2 








1 

i 


Detector Phases 

2 

2 





k<)' ' j 



- 1 

'1 ' 


Minimum Initial (s) 

4.0 

4.0 






4.0 


4.0 

4.0 


Minimum Split (s) 

, 21.0 

21.0 

' 

.X ..i 

y • 


21.0 


21.0 

21.0 . 


Total Split (s) 

25.0 

25.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

o;o 

40.0 

0.0 

40.0 

40.0 

0.0 

i&snsfflov) i 

38% 

38% 

0 % 

0 %I 


Hi o% 

0 % 

62% 

0 % 

62% 

62% 

0 % 

Yellow Time (s) 

3.0 

3.0 






3.0 


3.6 

3.0 


All-Red Time (s) 

2.0 

ilflpi 

Si'iil® 



V ‘ • V •: 


2.0 


2.0 

2.0 


Lead/Lag 

Lag 

Lag 






Lead 


Lead 

Lead 


Lead^Latf Optimize? 

^mesu 

'“"Yes’ 




1 . ■. '\W> ; y 


Yes 


Yes 

Yes" 


Recall Mode 

Max 

Max 






Max 


Max 

Max 


Act Effct Green (s) 


22.0 

>S.AS».{v.; 

||: HI 

H I 

Igr # ^ ' 

; .. : Xw; : .'. . . . 

37.0 

^ ^5. . /I 

•' i 

, 37.0 


Actuated g/C Ratio 


0.34 






0.57 



0.57 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 


09/17/2001 



< ^ t A V | V 


v/c Ratio j 0.58 0.23 0.41 

Uniform Delay, dl 16.9 6.7 7.8 

Delay . 17.3 ' . 7.0 * 8.0 

LOS B A A 

Approach Delay > 17.3 7.0 8.0 

Approach LOS B A A 


ntersection Summa 


Area Type: CBD 

Cyclekength/65 ! __ i . . — 

Actuated Cycle Length: 65 

Offset: 0'(6%). Referenced to phase 2;EBTL, Start of Green ; . if ^ ! 

Natural Cycle: 45 

Control Type: Pretimed ! : "I.' v: 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.58 

Intersection Signal De1a)f:.11.6 • Intersection LOS: B 

intersection Capacity Utilization 64.8% ICU Level of Service B 

Splits and Phases: 31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave_ 


Wr v! £*i 


fi | 

. :>N ^ s -' v v MM- ’ &«&:*:!$«& : 




WSZk lit' -v 






Convention Center Intersection Study 09/17/2001 Build ETC (2007) - AM PEAK 
TMK 

GBNRTCBUFF-ST51 D _ ig? 


Synchro 5 Report 
Page 4 















Timings 

21: Court Street & Franklin Street 


10/18/2001 


Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 70 
Actuated Cycle Length: 70 

Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green 

Natural Cycle: 45 .^ ^ 

Contrdt Type: Prettrned 
Maximum'v/c Ratio: 0 69 
Intersection Signal Delay:T2.2 ~ ” intersectrari LOS: B 

Iritersectioh Capacity Utilization'51.5% ICU Le el of Service A ' 


It 


ap 

Wm 




SCSS?> Xt'_ -V *: 




r'*\ 


— 
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Timings 

26: Court Street & Pearl Street 10 / 18/2001 



> 

- 

> 

< 

- 

< 


t 

r 

V 

1 

V 

[IlIlIIlglB 

EBU 


ms 


i®Rll 

NBL 


NBR~i 

sm 

mu 

Lane Configurations 





4t 






4fT» 


Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

il 900 

1900 

1900 

Lane Width (ft)' 

12 

12 

12 

i i 

'"P2 


if 

12 

12 


.12 

.12 

Grade (%) ‘ 


0% 



0% 

• :WC -. Tii 


' 0% 



0% 


Storage Length (ft) 

0 


0 

0 


0 

0 


0 

0 


***“ 0 

Storage Lanes 

Total Lost Time (s) 

0 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

3Tb 3.0 

0 

3.0 

0 

30 

3.0 3.0 

' 0 
"'3.0 

3.0 

0 

3.0 

Leading Detector (ft) 


‘50 


50 

50 





HBRi 

50 


Trailing Detector (ft) 


0 


“f 

"Tr 





™0 

0 


Turning Speed (mph) 

15 


9' 

.15 


9 

15 


9 

15 


m 

Said. Flow (prot) 

0 

2709 

0 

....... Q 

3077 

0 

g - 

0 

" O' 

0 

4127 

6 

Fit Permitted 

Satd. Flow (perm) 

0 

2709 

0 0 

up*! 

2066 

Itfllll 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0.992 

4127 

" “0 

Right Turn on Red 



, yes . 

Yes 

flggS 

Yes 

iillii 


Yes 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 


228 








138 


Link Speed (mph) 


30 


30 

, . v ;.:u 


N , €i '< 

30 

'-7 : i 


~30 ' 

■ ■ •• - w ' • • ' 

Link Distance (ft) 


1800 



1800 



1800 



1800 


Travel Time (s) 

Volume (vph) 

0 

40.9 

215 

203 

231 

40;9y 

^509 

T 11 p' -' 

0 

PIP 

0 

40.9 

£T 0 

40.9 
46 271 

^73 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 




' \pi.' 

1 J~~ 

!!!■ 



' r :T|f 



Corifl. Bikes, (#/hr) 

0.90 

109% 

0% 

0.83 

100% 

12% 











Peak Hour Factor 
fe'rowth Factor 

Heavy Vehicles (%) 

0.89 

100% 

11%l 

0.92 

"100% 

0.84 

5%' 

-0.90 

A- 1 . 

109% 

"0%‘ 

0;90 0.90 

,' ' s p-i *' ' '-—'I 

109% 109% 1 
0% 0% 

0.9U 0.50 0.82 

09 % Tob% 100 % 
0% : 8%' 11% 

0.55 

169 % 

1 % 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 

0 

0 

6 

0 

0 

■ 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Parking (#/hr) 




II n 

. 



.yppii 


Mid-Block Traffic (%) 


0% 



0% 



0% 



0 % 


Lane GroupfFlow (vph) 

yvfTT 

1487 

■ ; '0 

0 

857 

0 

iiliOI 


0 

: r • 0 ; 

567 

; ...PyO 

Turn Type 




D.P+P 






Perm 



Protected Phases y; 

'PPl! 

3 

msm 

fpHIP 

2 3 


MB 

,• 

■tPKiv 

Permitted Phases 




3 






1 



Detector Phases 


3 



23 


p 'Jj| 


HIP 

IlSl 

1 

' i) 

Minimum Initial (s) 


"“W 


^410' 






'4.0 ' 

4.0 


Minimum Split (s) '|y 
Totai Split (s) 

OiO 

21.0 

34.0 

1 IP 

0.0 

■ "8.0 
8.0 

42.0 

§f 

0.0 

0.0 

. 0.0 

d.o 

9.0 

28.6 

9.0 

28.0 


Total Split (%) 0% 

Yellow Time (s) 

. 3.0 

0% 

‘11% 

2.0* 

60% 

0 % 

0 % 

0% 

0%” 

40% 

3.0 

'^3T6 

'mm 

Allied Time (s) 
Lead/Lag . 

•1. 

2.0 

.v.w .: : 

1.0 

Lag 


isin 




20 

Lead 

I** 

Lead 

‘p % 

Lead-Lag Optimize? 
Recall Mode 

amt 

' * 

Min 


Yes 

None 

ifiiiSsfe . 

... . , 

SXwI^wiWswS 



Yes 

Min 

Yes 

Min 


Act Effct Green’(s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 


20.7 

0.43 

111111 

26.0 

0.53 

1 ! I 


J ' <<r ' 


liiiiSi 

13.0 

0.27 

4^ 1, 

v/c Ratio ' 


0.38 



0.71 


||||g5p|| 


•• - .i^' •p>. 


0.47 


Ohiform belay d i * 


4.6 


».wxvvw«»*a 




v» ft. 

" * " 

•Sv.w^vtw..-.^ 

lots 


Delay 

—.. 

: 4.7 

1§P1JP 

7.0 

tp?|v 




12.3 

1 

LOS 


A 



A 






B 


Approach Delay 

llllli 

4.7 


'Jvw ^ 

7.0 





12.3 


Approach LOS 


' A 



A 






i 
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Timings 

26: Court Street & Pearl Street 


10/18/2001 


Area Type: 


CBD 


Cycle Length: 70 

Actuated Cycle Length: 48.7.~ 

Natural Cycle: 45 

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated. 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.71 
Intersection Signal Delay: 8.0 
Intersection Rapacity Utilization 65.6% ICU Level of Service B 








I ntersection'LOS: A" 
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URS Corporation 


Traffic Impact Study 


\ 


Section 5-8 
ETC + 5 / Build / AM Peak 



Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


10/18/2001 



> -► > < ^ A t 

A V j V 



NBR SBL SBT SBR 


ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Lane Width (ft) 

Grade (%) 

Storage Length (ft) 
Storage Lanes 
Total Lost Time .s) 
Leading Detector (ft) 
Trailing Detector (ft) 
Turning Speed (mph) 
Satd. Flow (prat) 

Fit Permitted 
Satd Flow (perm) 
Right Turnon Red 
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 
Link Speed (mph) 
Link Distance (ft) 
Travel Time (s) 
Volume (vph) 

Confl. Peds (#/hr) 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 
Peak Ho jr Factor 
Growth Factor 




4 



4fc 


1900 1900 

1900 

1900 1900 

1900 

1900 1900 

1900 1900 1900 

Jl 900 

12 12 

12 

12 12 

12 

12 12 

12 12 12 

12 

0% 


0% 


0% 

0% 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 0 

, ~~ 0 

Hpnw 

0 

^poppuip 

0 

PMHH 

0 O 

0 

^3.0 3.0 

3.0 

3.0 3.0 

"3:0 ' 

3.0 3.0 

3.0 3.0 3.0 

.3.0 

50 

lllllill 

50 50 



50 50 


0 


0 0 



0 0 


15 9 

15 9 

15 

9 15 

-, g 

0 1515 0 

0 167r 

.d" 

0 0 

0 0 3074 

0 



0 634 


li»l!»lS 

0.996 

■SI 

0 1515 

0 

0 1156 

0 

0 0 

0 0 

"~0 


Yes 


Yes 


Yes 

Yes 


187 




118 


30 


30 


30 

1800 


1800 

1800 

1800 " 

40 9 


40.9 

40.9 

40 9 

0 96 237 

121 

484 

0 0 0 0 39 

459 "“166 


sSjSSI^SaS 

pslPiSS: 




illliilii 

iliiiii 



0 25 0 75 0 94 

0.67 

0.88 

0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.67 

0.89 0.83 


118% 


100%" iOO'%100% ' 118% "'ff8%' 


118% "118% " 118%'' 100%"" "100%' 118% 


Heavy Vehicles (%) 

0 % 

6 % 

1 % 2% 1% 0% 

0 % 

0 % 0% 0% 

1 % 

0 % 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 

0 

0 

0 0 0 0 

""""if"- 

0 0 0 

0 

.. '6 

Parking (#/hr) 

■yii 



1111111! 



11 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 


0 % 

0 % 


0 % 

0 % 


Lane Group Flow (vph) 

0 

380 

0 0 830 0 

0 

000 

810 

0 

Turn Type 



Perm 


Perm 



Protected Phases 


2 

iHMiPVfflnp 



1 


Permitted Phases 








Detector Phases 


2 

2 2 

lllllll! 


1 


Minimum Initial (s) ' 


4.0 

4.0 4.0 


4.0 

4.0 


Minimum Split is) 

mmmmm 

20 0 

20.0 20 0 


b.U 

8.0 


Total Split (s) 

0.0 

35.0 

0.0 35.0 35.0 0.0 

“ 0.6 " 

" 0.0' ao " '35.0 

35.0 

”ffd 


Total Split (%)' 
Yellow Time '(s)“ 
All-Red Time (s) 
Lead/Lag 

Lead-Lag Optimize? 
Recall Mode 
Act Effct Green (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
v/c Ratio 

Uniform Delay, dl 
Delay,.”'; 

LOS 

Approach Delay 
ApprolchLOS 


0 %'. 


50% 

3.5 

0.5 
Lag 
Yes 
Max 
32 0 
0.46 
0 48 

6.1 

6.6 
A 

66 

A 


0 % 


50% 

3.5' 

0.5 

Lag 

Yes 

"'"Max 




50% 
3.5 
0.5 
Lag 
Yes 
" "Max' 
32.0 
0.46 
1.57 
19.0 
199.3 
F * 
199.3 


0% 0% 0% 0% 






50% 

3.5 

0.5 

Lead 

Yes 

Max 








•ill 




50%1, \0% 
3.5 
0.5 

' Lead'." 

' Max 
32.0 
0.46 
0.55 

‘”11.5.. 

11.8 

'”b”.“ 

11.8 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


10/18/2001 



Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 70 ".- ' ‘77 : '.,..] 

Actuated Cycle Length: 70 

Offset: 8 (11 %), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green 
Natural Cycle: 70.“ • w»mm» 




Control Type Pretimed 
Nlaximum vie Ratio: 1.57 



Intersection Signal Delay: 87.9 ‘ ^ ~ Intersection LOS: F 

rntere'ertiorTOapacity Utilization 1 :U rcb'Levefof Service F 




Splits and Phases: 11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

6: E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 


10/18/2001 


Lane Group EBL EBT 


< 

NBL 

t A V 

1 V 

1SBT "SEP 

Lane Configurations 



monn 

:^'Dnnvi^7iQnn:^ : ^i:anniri^ 

4* 

A Qnn r 174-QArt 


Lane Width (ft) 
Grade (%) 

Storage Length (ft) 
Storage Lanes 
Total Lost Time (s) 
Leading Detector (ft) 
Trailing Detector (ft) 
T uming Speed (mph) 


12 


12 


12 12 


12 


12 


tr 

o 

3.0 3.0 

50 50 

0 0 


O/o 

0 0 

0 0 

3.0 3.0 




wmm 


3:0 3.0" 

50 so 

. 0 " 0 

15 


12 

0 

0 

3:0 


12 

0% 


. 50 

. 0 

m 


370 ‘ 

"50. 

0 


12 

. 0 ■ 

0 

! 'i3:o 


12 

0% 


12 

’ 0 
U 

W* fro 

50 50 

0 (3 

Mi 


Satd. Flow (prat) 

0 

1609 

" 0 

0 1563 

0 

.“.0 

7®r 

0 . 



Fit Permitted 


0.836 


0.884 

■ y W0T' ; 

ini 

0.997 



0.976 

Satd. Flow (perm) 


"1365" 

0 

0 

1396 " 

6"" 

" 0 

®11iT 

0 

0 

1522 "" 

Right Turn on Red 


.. 

Yes 



/Yes 


'C55/? /x ' S j 

Yes 

1 

'1 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 


7 



56 



8 



"T^ 

Link Speed (mph) 

Link Distance"(ftf w 

30 

1800 

77:77. . 

30 

'4806 " 

wr~*mjxwm^3M 

II 


30 

1800 "" 

Travel Time (s) 

Volume (vph) 

'■ p! 

41 

40.9 . 

ip^r'nr c s 

' 59 

' 40.9 

129 ™ 7f 

16 

BB 

1 15 

/:/ : i: 

40.9 

^5’' 

Corifl. Feds. (#/hr) 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 




1*®®* 

. .. v.7:. ... 

• -.to 




ils^i 

I:7i ; :sui7; 

Peak Hour Factor 

0.45 

mm?- 

0:31; 

0.83 

0.79 

0.68 

0.80 

0.88 

0.63 

0.25 

0.75 

Growth Factor 

W 

tHP 

118% 

.1"66% 

!oo% 

>: x.foLwWi^'vXvV 

118% 

118% 

1oo% :: 

118% 

118% 

TOTy 

Heavy Vehicles (%) 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 

' 0% 

V- 

6%~ 

.*1r 

"70% 

•““If 

0% 

0" 

mmm 

0 

?4% 

0 ' 

50% 

0 

: 13%~ 
0 

- 20 % ; 

° % o- 

0 

Parking (#/hr) 
Mid-Block Traffic (%) 

: ;'y. 

: : ■ 

■ 0%" 


lllllill 

' ' * , - 

0% 

ai 

. 0% 

■■Inal 

1E1 

If PS « 

"0% ' ' 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 

0 

Perm 

318 

0 

:1 : 7 0 

Perm 

7IIE1 

0| 

0 405 

Perm. 

0 

Perm 

70 

Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 

r> J 

. 2 

IftKgMKtf;- 

.... .... 

H 

2 

..... . 


1 

fi-:v^-M'^KiwifcN^5ww£wXw|->»l<X 

1 

1 

Detector Phases 

2 

2 ! 

.:/// 2 



. 1 

1 

kjws: 

1. 

Minimum Initialts) 

~ "4.0 

4 To 


4.0 

4.0 


.""4:6' 

““Ijd* 

s.mc.V'.vaaWjc'av.''; x 

4.0 

4:o 3 

Minimum Split (s) 

21.0 21.0 


21.0 

12* 

|«;i 

21.0 

21.0 


SB 


Total Split (s) 

30.0 

30.0 

o.b 

30.0 

30.0 

0.0 

31.0 

31.0 

0.0 

31.0 

31.0 

Total Split (%) 

49% 

49% 0% 

Hgp 

49 % : 

... • • 

■ 0% 

Ki 

51% 

0 % 

51% 

51% 

Yellow Time (s) 

3.0 

3.0 


3.0 

. 3:0 . 


.. 3.0 

3.0 


3.0 

. 3.0 

All-Red Time (s) 
Lead/Lag 

2.0 

Lag 

Lag 

■ 7 •' O A ‘ ' v /JO" A "7/. 

, . , .7 

Lag Lag 

. 2.0 

Lead 

2.0 

"■Lead" 


2.0 " 

"Leir 

2.0 

Lead 

Lead^Lag Optimize? 

Yes 

""YeSil 

KSSISi 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

iilM - . : 

Yes 

Yes 

RecallMode 

Max 

Max' ...Max 

Max 


Max 

.Max 


Max 

Max 

Act Effct'Green (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 

- ■ 

27.0 
'6.44. . 

1 

tiliitlli 

27.0 
' *0.44 " 

r$r a 

< wsti 


28.0 

0.46 



28.0 

0.46 

v/c Ratio/* 

Uniform Delay, dl 


0.52 . 

ffb . 

wimMMi 

0.55 
.10.3 

llutii 

*■>:'*>& £XcC%$vivss.sv 

0.60 

12.0 



0 10 

{vs . ^ . . 

Delay 


12.7 



11.0 



12.8 



LOS' 



' ' 

' " 







m 3 

Approach Delay 

min 

^H2I7 

§fj§i 

aw 

110 


^ < r< '*• 

12.'8 



9.1 

Approach LOS 


B 



B 



B 



% 


12 

/< 7 7 

0 

slip 

3!6 


9 

0 

0 

Yes 


0.0 

IP% 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

6: E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 


10/18/2001 


^1 


■ 

■ 




1 1 


S 

m 


Area Type: CBD 

CycfeTengtif: 61 ■ :: ' ”-r r-- ~~ 

Actuated Cycle Length: 61 

Offset: 20 (33%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green ~ 1 " 

Natural Cycle: 45 

CdritroLTypeiPretimed ' ' ;; ; ™7™?- 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.60 

Intersettfon/Sigriat Delay: 12.0 ^ ' Intersection LOS: B 

I htersection Capacity Utilization 82.0% ICU Level of Service D 


r$7V '-"y;x£f-'^TW(^ 


'>>^2r' \ 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 09 / 17/2001 



> 


> 

s < 


t 

A V l V 

HEipiP - - 

EBL7 

:EBT' 

7EBR : 


UBS 

liNBTli 

tHS^ir'JSBL - -SRx SJUii 

Lane Configurations 




4t 



4tt f 

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

1900 

1900 

,1900 

,1900 ' 1900 1900 

1900 

1900 ' 

1900: T900 1900 1900 

Lane Width (ft) 

12 

'.12 

"""42 “ 

.12 . 12 

' 12 

.12. 

. 12.'“"42."""12.. “ 12 

Grade (%) . 


• 0% 


: • - 0 % 

k'Y'YY ’■ ■■■■. 

, 0% 

7 7^"'" • i: 0% ' 

Storage Length (ft) 

0 


.b 

.. 0 .. 0 

.0 


'" 6 . o “ ...""'"6 

Storage Lanes 

0 


0 

Q~ • 0 

■ "0 


0 0 1 . - 1 

Totaf Lost Time (s) 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

‘ 3 0 *3 0 . 3.0 

3.0 

3.0" 

. 3:0 ..3.6" """3.6 3.6 

Leading Detector (ft) 


50 

■ ' w '* '- Y'Y- ’Y 

"50~"~150 



50 50 50 

Trailing Detector (ft) 


0 


0 .. 0 



“ '0...6 '"""' .6 

Turning Speed (mph) 

15 

.. . 

9 

'15 ' 9 

-1|15. 


7*~ '9 - ' 15 «~r'ri;^rc ~~ 9 

Lane Util. Factor 

1.00 

0.95 

0.95 

6.95 0.95 LOO 

1.00 

1.66 

1.00 0.91 0.91 LOO 

Ped Bike Factor 







■ ;: •'S? ; P'3 Sir* •' : '1' 

Frt '"""" 


0 953 


■ “ i .^ 

..'-..A; .v.N-.v.y 


.. . 0.850 

Fit Protected 



vSSE 

“0.990 



' f' “ 0.999 

Satd: Flow (prot) 

0 

2741 

0 

. 0 3191 . '0 

0 

.O' 

.6 """ 0 ” 4617 1430 

Fit Permitted 




• 0.990 


: ’ ■' " ’ Xp 

* 0.999 ir | 

Satd. Flow (perm) 

0 

2741 

0 

.6"' 3191 . 0 

0 

0 ' 0 ‘ 04617 ' 1439 

Right Turn on Red 



' Yes 

* Yes i 



7Yes " • Yes 

Satd: Flow (RTOR) 




.****** ^*^^ ! ^^“*-- 



m . . f? 

Headway Factor 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 “ 

1.14 1.14 .1.14 

1.14 

... 1 14 

1.14 1.14“' 1.14, 1.14 

Link Speed (mph) 


30 


. 


'""“30" 

■. 30 ~~ ' ' 

Link Distance (ft) 


1800 

"•*..*7.y*17 

1800 ~ ” ** ' 


“ 1800 

1800 ' 

Travel Time (s) 


40.9 


40.9 


40.9 

40.9 

Volume (vph) > 

0 

126 

35 

. '75'“ 357 ” 7 “ 0 ; 

.. ... 70 

0 

0 1 54 ' 3445 ' 655 

Confl"PedsY(#/hr) 








Cohfl.7BikesT#/hr) 



*■ YYYY"' 

■ J.&'pt ' ; -'Y.s-Y: 



1 ;, ‘ V "4 .. ' Vv-7; \ 

Peak' Hour Factor 

0.25 

0.81 

0.49' 

0.72 . 0785 . 0.25 

" 0:25 

0.25 

0.28 "6.75 0.88 .6.88 

Growth Factor 

118% 

118% 

118%. 

118% 1-18%' 118% 

7118% 

118%“ 

11 8% 100 % 7100 % ;i 00 % 

Heavy Vehicles'(%) 

.0% 

2% 

' 37°/o^" 

.0% ' " 1%" 0% 

0 % 

6 % 

.' 0% 2% ; i % ” ' 1 % 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 

“'VIkOI 

.0 

T "0 

‘0 j * 0 0 

■; 0 

0 

0 “ “ “O : ’ ;oi“" 0 

Parking" v (#/hr) '* 








Mid-Block Traffic (%) 


0 % 


■ ' • 0 % : 

:7*|i®i 

■■ 0 % 

0 % —’ 

Adj. Flow (vph) 

0 

.184 

84 

.123 9 496 0 


0 

.0. 72 3915 744 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 

0 

268: 

' "0 

0 619 0 

0 

“0 

0 “ 0 3987 "744 

Turn Type 




Perm 



Split Prot 

Protected Phases 


2 

: "Y'-YY \' 

2 

7.| 


“ 1 1 “ 1 

Permitted Phases 




.... _;••••— . v -.‘ 

2 2 




Detector Phases , 
Minimum 1 nitial (s) 


2 

7 ^ 

2 ‘ “ 2 



”'£f. ^ 1 " 1 

vJSSfevtew-,? 


■ ,v:: w x ''' * 

* 0 . “4 q** : "**"•*** * 

,V .*W.W\^W.. 


'*■■ . 4 0 4.0 ."" 4.0 

Minimum Split (s) '7 


21.01 


21.0 '2i:o.rrv 

: .mi 


21.0 21.0 21 0 

Total Split (s)' 

6.0 

.I 3 . 6 " 

" 0.0 

23.0 23.0 6.0 

6.6 

0.0 

66 r 52.0 52.6 52.6 

Totar Split (%) 

0 % 

' 31% 

- 0 % 

31% 31% 0% 

■"0%- 0% 

0% *69% 69% “ 69% 

Yellow Time (s) 

: .". 

" 3:0 

.. 

".3:0 ,A " 370 * 



.'""". 3:6 ". 3:0 .3.0 

All-Red Time (s) •" 7' 

■y 

2.0 


2.0 "2.0 ' ' T 


- ,~ 2 0 "2.0 2.0 

Lead/Lag "' ' 


Lag 


Lag"Lag 



.* Lea'd Lea 6 "Lead 

Lead-Lag Optimize? 
Recall Mode 


Yes 

"Max 

- 

“ Yes Yes ' “ " 

Max Max 



: “..Yes “ 7 >'Yes" Yes 

.N/tax Max Max 

Act Effct Green (s )' 


"20.0 


% ' 20.0 


7fH|!7:7f71 

.."49.0"" 49.0 

Actuated g/C Ratio 


.0.27 


."6.27' 



0.65 0.65 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 


09/17/2001 



> 

— > 

< — 

< A t 

A 

v | 

V 


B i 11 So 

KsUHSSli 




wssmssm 

SSaai 

v/c Ratio 


0.37 

0.73 

'f - ' 

ill 

m 1:32 

0.77 

Uniform Delay, dl 


22.3 

25.0 



13.0 

7.6 

Delay 


22.7 

25.5 



136.6 

' .. 

79.1 

LOS 


C 

C 




“A 

Approach Delay 

: . ■ !-1 :• \ 3 

22.7 

' 25.5 



116.5 


Approach LOS 


.C 

..c. 



. F 



Area Type: 


CBD 


IS. 


IliiillSil 


Cycle Length: 75 7 “ ifT." 

Actuated Cycle'Length': 75 """ 

Offset: 20 (27%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green 
Natural Cycle.'130 

Control Type. Pretimed ’ ‘ , i V 

t '>•<«.. vc.v£.~.a%v. •w5sr £& &S3S8& isWSki •. . 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.32 

Intersection Signal Delay: 102.0 V' T 5 ” ^Intersection LOS: F 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 123.5% 


'ICU Level of Service H 



Splits and Phases: 2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 



"?► b2 

:52s- > r v,’" I ’■ ! [ H 

23s 1 i - 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 


10/18/2001 


> — > a — < v t a v j v 



Lane Configurations 
ideal Flow(vphpl) 1 
Lane Width (ft) “ 
Grade (%) 

Storage Length (ft) 
Storage Lanes 
Total Lost Time (s) 
Leading Detector (ft) 
Trailing Detector fft) 
Turning Spe^ (rriph) 
Satd. Flow(prot) 

Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow'(perm) 
Right Turn on Red 
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 
Link Speed (mph) 
Link Distance (ft) 
Travel Time (s) . 


1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 T900 




Protected Phases 

.. . 

Permitted Phases 


Approach~Delay 
Approach toS 


Total Split (%) 

36% 

36% 

0 % 

M0%f 

u/o 

36% 


64% 

64% 

0 % 

0 % 

0 % 0% 

Yellow Time (s) 

3.5 

.3.5 



3.5 


3.0 

3.0 




All-Red Time (s) 

0.5 

HW 

sSSSiS _ 


■MB 


Hi 

2.0 

2.0 


•Js. 'yy\ ' 

. ill 3 

Lead/Lag 

Lag 

Lag 



Lag 


Lead 

Lead 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 


10/18/2001 


'’ '7*>'f?',*. v -> 


Area Type: CBD 

CycleTength: 75 ’ 7 

Actuated Cycle Length: 75" 

Offset: 48 (64%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green n § mm 
Natural Cycle: 50 
Control Type: Pretimed 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 6.73 """ . 

Intersection Sigriat Delay: 12.5 Intersection LOS: B 

Intersection'Capacity Utiiization 68^i% ™ ” ICU Level of Service B 


’. : |77 


• j: ; | 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

46: Scott Street & Washington Street 


10/18/2001 


< t A V 1 V 


Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

Lane Width (ft) 

Grade (%) 

Storage Length (ft) 
Storage Lanes 
Total Lost Time (s) 
Leading Detector (ft; 
Trailing Detector'(ft)"' 
Turning Speed (mph) 
Satd. Flow (prat) 

Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
RiqhtTurnon Red 
Satd Flow (RTOR) 
Link Speed (mph) 

Link Distance (ft) 
Travel Time (s) 

Volume’(vpfi). 

Confl Peds (#/hr) 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 

Peak Hour Factor 
Growth Factor 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 
Parking (#/hr) 
Mid-Block Traffic (%) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Detector Phases 
Minimum Initial (s) 
Minimum Split (si 
Total Split (s) 

Total Split (%) 

Yellow Time (s) 

All-Red Time is) 
Lead/Lag 

Lead-Lag Optimize 7 
Recall Mode 
Act Effct Green (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
v/c Ratio 

Uniform Delay, dl 

Delay 

LOS 

Approach Delay 
Approach CoS 


4^ 

1900 1900 


1900 


12 12 


12 12 

12 

12 

lf a “ ; 

"12 

12 12 

“f! 

0% 

wmmm 

0% 

11|1|||§ 


0% 

0% 


0 


0 

0 

0 


0 

’""O'.. 

' "0 

g 

0 

Q 

0 

o 


0 

— 

0 

3.0 3.0 

3.0 

3.0 3.0 

2C0 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 3.0 

4s Nv s ( 

3.0 

50 50 

50 50 


50 

50 


50 50 

pijfgi 

0 0 

™ '0 "0 

“o " 



0 0 


15 

.“0''28Tr 

q 

0 

15 9 

0 2621 0 

15 9- 

0 2641 0 

15 9 

0 3010 0 




0.849 
0 2430™ 




0.94 

100 %' 

0% 

'“"0 


0 

Perm 


3~8" 
30 
1800 
40 9 

TT 


0.63 

118% 

27% 

0 


Yes 


0 896 

0 2372 0 

Yes 

.. ..7 

85 

30 

1800 
40 9 

, 0 — -' 2 ^ -"52 


0 891 
" 2370“ 

14 

30 

1800 ' 
40 9 


0 I 

Yes 


0.888 

“ 2695" i "'"" ; '0 

v~ “Yes 


21 
30 
1800 
“ 40 9 

49 306 


0.71 0 66 

118% 118% 
5% 14% 


0 

Perm 


0 66 0 61 0 81 
ft'8% iS 100%'iT8%™ 

14% 15% 38% 

0 0 0 


0 

Perm 


0.95 0.67 0.77 0.89 0.96 

100% 118% 1T8%" ldd°7o“ Tl8% 

16% 25% ■ 8% 6% 0% 

™''^“0™'' 0 t)'" . 


0 

Perm 


2 

2 

iliillllli 

7 

2 

ipiSi 


Hup 


fpii':;gpw» 

~ ss , 

2 

2 


2 2 

SPift! 

llilllll 

iii*ii 


;fT: 

1ISI111 

wmm 

4.0 

4.0 


4.0 

£0* 


4.0 

' “4"o' ! 


‘“4:0" 

4.0 

21 0 

21.0 

WvM&WPM 

21.0 

21.0 


27 0 

27.0 


27.0 

27 0 


25.0 

25.0 

0.0 

25.0 

"25.0" 

0.0 

35.0" 

35.0. 

0.0 

35.0" 

“" 35:0 

£$ftS.Wssv.*jV 

0.0 

42% 

42% 

0% 

42% 

42% 

0% 

58% 

58% 

0% 

58% 

58% 

0% 

.’3.0 “ 

3.0 


3.0 

3.0 

KaiaKJiaSS.'-K- 

3.0 

3.0 

XXMSx * - »;W 


“3.0 


2.0 

20 


2.0 

20 


2.0 

2 0 


2.0 

2.0 

iimi 

Lag 

Lag 


Lag 

>w»swxww»ivww7^<7iv»w'is‘^ , y.ss7: 

Lag 

Lead 

Teal 


Lead 

Lead 


Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Y es 

Yes 

Yes 

? J^s®sSSi 

Yes 

Yes 


""None ’ 

None"" 


None 

‘None " 


Min 

Min™ ’ 


~ Min' 

Min 



10.6 

§11111111 

mmsmmm. 

10.6 


23.3 

IHPl 

I1III1II 

23 3 

Illllf 


0.26 


"1M" 



0.59 


0759 


lllllllffl 

0.16 



0.23 

wmmsmm 

mmmm 

0.09 


neap 

0.28 

■SI 


7.0 


ataissi smms 



aaaiauiiSiSjs 

2.9 



3.5 

asisseasaa 


5.2 



40 


37 



4 1 

,Ja, ;,7 

5.2 

lliiiilllllll 


r\ 

4.0 

s^. W ,~~*s«v. 

Illlill 


A 

3.7 

^«Sfc>i-As<WX 

3BTOSMS 

jg»gil 

A 

4 1 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

46: Scott Street & Washington Street 


10/18/2001 



Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 60 
Actuated Cycle Length: 39.2 
Natural Cycle: 50 
Control Type: Semi Act-Oricoord 
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0:28 
Intersectioh Signal Delay: 4.1 




—y y -~-y 




Intersection LOS: A 




Intersection Capacity Utifeatidn 3010% " 'ICU Level of Service A 

; ...... - v .. . ■ . ^ <w............-... . . ■av.w.-av.v. a- . ..-. ...,. -..'.w mvW.-;«,.-..-A wiv.. .v../.—. 


Splits and Phases: 46: Scott Street & Washington Street 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
43: Perry Street & Washington Street 


10/18/2001 



> 

— 

■ 4 — 


V 

V 

l$fipppS3j 




BSH1S1 

iStstSl . 1 

Lane Configurations 


4f 

ft* 



f 

Sign Control 


Stop 

stop 

mm 


Volume (veh/h) 

40 

" "6. 

... 5 

210 

256 

8 

Peak Hour Factor 

0.61 

0.75 

0.25 

0.88 0.85 

1.00 - ' 

Hourly flow rate (veh/h) 

66 

. H g ~ 

."24"''' 

* 239 


9 



WB 1 



Volume Total (vph) 

69 

6 

16 



9 

Volume Left (vph) 
Volume Right (vph) 

66 

: 

0 i 

.'0 

0 

' 6 ' 

0 

239 

3U1 

0 . 

0 


Hadj (s) ” 0.3 

Departure Headway (s) 6/0 

Degree Utilization, x 0.11 
Capacity (veh/fif" 

Control Delay (s) 

Approach Delay (s) 

Approach LOS 


565 

8.6 

8.5 

A 


0.0 0.7 -0.2 " 

. 

5.9 5.1 

P03 

Iff 

r 7.6 7.9: 

' ‘ ‘9.5 


'' "5T 

P0.01 

592 


6:8 "5:0. 

0.01 

704 

9.6 13.1 6.9 








0.35 0.49 

575 .608 


r^z2:i:::^r 





Delay 

HCM LeveTof Service 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 


. mm 

•. g 

41.9% . 


ICU Level of Services 


A 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 09/17/2001 



> 

- 

> < 

- 

< 

A 

t 


V 

1 

V 


EbL 

EBT 


jjjjgHli 


SpNBK, - SBL^ 

SBT 


Lane Configurations 


h 

*5 



’J 






Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

1900 

1900 ,; 

1900 '1900 

1900 

1900 

1900“ 

psooi 

®90o; 

iPODOf 

S1900 

1900 

Lane Width (ft) . 

12 

■ "12 

ilr^tsr 

12 

12* 

“12 IF 

it 

12 

12 

" :> 12 

Grade (%) 


0% 

W FT' ‘ ; 

0% 

r 'r' 

'i ' : 

0% 



“0% 


Storage Length (ft) 

0 




0 

0 


*T 

““r 



Storage Lanes r 

1 

’ 

'I'O'F. 1 

§111 

0 

1 


0 

• T-'.vl; 


""0 

Total Lost Time (s) 

3.0 

3.0 * 

' 3 : 0 '““ 3.0 ■ 

' ' 3:0 

' 3.0 

0 

rgfc: 3 : f 

30 

■ v * ■* Jjjjcv « 

3.0 

: '"Hf 

3.0 

Leading Detector (ft) 
Trailing Detector (ft) 

50 

0 

50 

0' 


50 

50 

0 

..;■ ) 

50 
.0 

7 - 7-350 

x-:: V-ii SwXx 

0 

Turning Speed (mph) 
Lane Util. Factor 

Ped Bike Factor 

F iT***'^. 

15 

1.00 

1.00 

0905 

1.00 1.00 1.00 

. " 0.909 

g 

' 1.00 

'FI ■ | 

■ :i5 

•rod- 

"Too 

msi 

0.993 

9 

1.00 

15' 

1.00 

1.00 

0.983 

.... 9 

1.00 

Fit Protected 



0.950 

mmm 

0.9501 



0.950 



Satd. Flow (prot) 

1710 

1359 

‘ 0 1221 

1472 

0 

1593 164f‘ 

0 

14^4" 

1544 

0 

Fit Permitted 



0.732 

msns 


0.616 ' 

illFPS" 


0.309 



Satd. Flow (perm) 

1710 

1359 

' v\ is v s. 

0 941 

1472 

0 

1033 

164?" 

0 

.476 

TWr 


Right Turn on Red 
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 


24 

Yes. 

145 

' Yes 


7 

Yes 

■ ... . ...... .. .‘A 

'*““''“17 


Headway Factor 

Link Speed (mph) ‘ 

1.14 

1.14 ' 

30 

* 1 14 1 14 1 14 
30 

1.14 

1.14. 

1:14 

.“30 

I.I 4 

1.14 

1.14 

30 

Bil 

Lipk Distance (ft) 
Travel Time (s) 


1800 ) 
40.9 * 

1800 

40.9 

“Mil 

1800 

40.9 

ifaiviiiSSsK 


1800 

" 40:9 


Volume (vph) T" 

0 

' ' 81) 

9 17 

117 

232 

90 373 

” 15 

l'> 47 “F129 1 

10 

CdnfL Peds. (#/hr) 



(vXOv^-.. 



mmmmm 





CohflfBikesip/hrO' : 



1 M SR 




T' cpy; 





Peak'Hdur Factor 

0.25 

0.67. 

0.45.0.75 

0.67 

0.87 

0.87 

0.81 

“'o:63“ 

0.78 

o:83 " 050 

Growth Factor 

118% 

118% 

118% 100% ' 

100% 

100% 

118% 

118% 

118% 

118%; 

118%;: 

S18% 

Heavy Vehicles (%) 

0% 

.0% " 

22% m "33%" 

2% 

8% 

2% 

3ir 5 

13% 

ll°/o 

loir 0 % 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 

: o 

33^0™ 

0 0 

ir 0 . 

" 0 

- " 0 

0 

. • /T;ppG 

„ Q . 

~ 0" 

' | 

Parking (#^rj 




*<iv*GWiGC<-3iov>J>X , i 






;-w.>xv.v.-Kv.-x<:^x>< 


Mid-Block Traffic (%) 
Adj. Fiow(vph) 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 

J:m Q - 

0 

Perm 

0% 

“ 14 " 

38 

- — - ■ - - ■ - - " ■ 

0 23 

Perm. 

0% .*.. 

“175^267 122 

442 0 122 

Perm 

11* 

'"143“' 

571; 

.28 

0 

71 

71 

Perm 

- 0 %' — 

^If 24 
1207 0 

Protected Phases 


2 


'~~2% 

mmmi 


. 1 - 


rr*'*iJ!iw 

1 

»»» 

Permitted Phases 

2 


2 


iliivPiv: 






Detector Phases 

F ” 2 

2 1 




-' • : 


1 

' 1 

pFS 

Minimum Initial 

4.0 


. 

4.0 

Wv.w.-.SWUwX»*lt, 



mMgmm, 

4.0 

“ S * S W® 

vis 'Vivffsrs«^5 

Minimum Split (s) 

5 21.0 : 

21.0 

21.0 

21.0 


9.0 

—910 

' v 

9.0 

9.0 


Total Split (s) 

25.0 

25.0 “ 

fo."25.0 

llici 

o;o v 

“ 35:0 ^ 35:0 

” 0.0 

“35.0 

'35.0 

0.0 

Total Split (%) MSB 

'l!42%"" 

42% 

0% 42% : 

42% 

0 % 

|58% 

58%. 

0% 

58% 

"58% 

r 0% 

Y el fo wTime (s) 

3.0 

. 3:0 “ 

'“'3.0 V 

3:0 


3.0“ 

3.0 



'f$r 


All-Red Time (s) 
Lead/Lag 

2.0 

Lag 

2.0 

Lag 

mm TT2:o ' 

Lag 

Wtf:.? 

tag 

2 0 

TeaT 

2.0 

Lead" 


2.0 2.0 
Lead Lead 


Lead-Lag Optimize? 
RecaliMode.. 

Yes 

Max 

Yes 

Max 

F;. Yes : 

Max 

"Yes. 'T'T': ' "Yes' Yes ' • - 

Max Max Max 

IlSiSSil 

Max 

Max' 

Act Effct Green (s) ■ 


22.0 

W’ r 22.0 

22.0 


32.0 


"3210 

32.0 


Actuated g/C Ratio'' 


0.37 “ 

*—"nssf” 

0)37 


" 0.53 

0.53 


"053 

053 ' 



Convention Center Intersection Study 09/17/2001 Build ETC +5 (2012) - AM Peak Synchro 5 Report 

TMK Page 5 

GBNRTCBUFF-ST51 


D—213 








Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 


09/17/2001 


< A t A V i V 







Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length. 60 
Actuated Cycle Length: 60 

Offset: 8 (13%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green " -..^■-■-■■.■p - - - 

NafurarCycle: 50 .—.. .... . .~ 

Control Type: Pretimed 
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.70 ^ " 

fritereection Signal Delay: 10.2 Intersection LOS: B 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 76.4%."~ ' <a - ^ “ ICU Level of Service C 

Splits and Phases: 36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 

If ol _,_ —+ a2 

SS*~~' - » * u *' 7-, • im25-s i! '~ ,v v%~>fc%Vf >5. I 


; >.viv>tvvv. : .'^;v^.v^v^'i^^5»x3c5Wv : Sv< 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 


09/17/2001 


> 


> < 


HHS 


*> 


f C V ^ 


V 




Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl)' 
l!ahe Width (ft) 

Grade (%) ;'. '%?*?/ 
Storage Length (ft) 
Storage Lanes" 

Total Lost Time (s) 
Leading Detector (ft) 
Trailing Detector (ft) “ 
Turning Speed (mph) ' 

Lane Util. Factor . 

Red Bike Factor:'"??. 

Frt 

Fit Protected 
Sara.' Flow (prot) 

Fit Permitted 
Satci'.Flow (perm) 

Right Tufn dn Red * 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 
Headway Factor 
Link Speed (mph) 


19001 "T900S 


12 


3.0 


so: 
(T 
15 
0.95 


‘ 12 
0% 


3.0 

50 

0 


0.95 


1900 

12 

0 

0 

.3.0 


9 

0.95 


1900 1900 


12 . 

0 

o 

3.0 


12 

0% 


3.0 


19003 

12 


3900 19001 


12 


0 o 

0 0 

3.0 3.0 






12 " 
0 % 


3.0 

50 

.o. 


1900 1 900 


15 

i:oo~ 


12 

o 

0 

3.0 


9 


... : 9 .is -;;.-. 

-V.V vr.' ^ . .-..V/.-./..VAI .... .. ..... .- /4VMW. V.,.'.-'.'. 4 V. 

i.oo Too Loo 1.00 1.00 




mmm 


S§»«s 


1.14 


6.982 

0:992 

3142 

0.992' 

3142 

24 

1.14" 

30' 


. 0.995 


0 


• ••• ' • .- • • -. ■.«... ....... 

000 1638 0 




Wm 

o 


..:..•,..i 

0 0 


■ s 

(Hi 


II Yes 


1.14 

; &v£i&o&<v: 


1.14 


01638 ' 0 

YeS 
5 

1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14~ 


30 30 


1900 SI900 

12 . 

0 % 

'"‘6 . 

r ri-*• q ~sp q 

3.0 3.0 3.0 

' 50.50 ~~ 

0 ." ' "0 .'. 

0.95 0.95 1.00 

* ~~ "0993m« 
".0. 

0.993 ' 

0 3114.0 

.' ' Yes 

1.14 1.14 1.14 

. . , rC . .. ......U-':.s 

30 


Unk Distance (ft) / 

Travel Time (s) 

1800 

!k$LL\~ , .'ILs 

1800 i 

409 

1800 

40.9 


1800 

40.9 

volume (vpn) 

/u 

|§§§64 

42 0 

" 0 ' . 0 ' 0 

^134 

7 a , 4 

• T24 744 W0 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 

Conti. Bikes (#/hr) 








Peak Hour Factor 

0.80 

0.87 

0.62 0.90 

6.90 0.90 0.90 

6.70 



Growth Factor 

118%.; 

118% 1 

18% 118% 

118% 118% 118% 

118% 


1UU7o iUU/o lUUYo 

Heavy Vehicles (%) 

0% 

i% 

0% 0% 

0% 0% 0% 

4% 

0% 

13% 2% 0% 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 

0 

0 

0 0 

0 .0 0 

0 

" ■: "0" 

0 0 0 

Parking (#/hr) 

Mid-biocK iranicc-o) 
Adj. Flow (vph) 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 

10® 

0 

u% 

>5x4. 

494 

677 

-- 

80 0 

Q ' " ~ Q 

U% ' 

»:W:vc: ■ . ’’ . 

0 0 0 
. 0 0 0 

U% 

':«L> <>..5VVs 

226 

P35 

“.“9 ‘ 

0 

0% 

131 775 0 

0 906 0 

turn Type 

Protected Phases 

Perm 

...ms 

2 

—be; 




Perm 

1 

Permitted Phases 

2 

2 






Detector Phases 

2 

Sf"”2 

. • >■ 

• 

$$$$* j wk TK 



Jfcj} ^ If/ 


Minimum Split (s) 21.0 21.0 

Total Split (s)‘ “ ' 25.0 25.0 

Total Split (%) W 

Yellow Time (s)'3.0" 

All-Red Tune (s) 2.0 2.0 

Leacf/Lag 1 ' " Lag '.Lag " 


0.0 0.0 
38% 38%: 0% ' 0% 

3.0 



To 

. ""'To 

"4.0 


21 :o 

- 21.0 

21.0 

6.6 0.6 6.0 

40.0 0.0 40.0 

40.6 

62% 

0% 0% .0% 

62% 0% 62% 


3.0 

3.0 

3.0 


2.0 

2.0 

2.0 " 


Lead 

Lead 

Lead 


09 

mm 


Lead-Lag Optimize? 

" Yes' 

Yes 

J r / V '’ 

'Z Y ^SfX7, E Yes "* 

RecallMode . 

Max 

Max 


Max . Max" Max 

Act Effct Green (s) 

v *' vX • rv —a : r 

, .. . 

22.0 


37.0 37.0 

^ r-T ^ i--r 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 


09/17/2001 


> 


< A 

t 

A V \ V 

imup EBtH 

LBj Lbk : WbL Wb J 

~WBR NBL 

wmsm 

BI^PIilSPglBSllgSeP 

v/c Ratio 

0.63 ' 


0.25 

0.51 

Uniform Delay, dl 

17.3 


6.9 

.^8:5. 

Delay 

17.7 

: • \ \ SI 

7.1 

8.7 

LOS 

B 


A 

A 

Approach Delay 

17.7 , 




Approach C6s 

B 


..A’ 

A 





Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 65 

Actuated Cycle Length 65 ~ ' “ 

Offset:© (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL, Start of Green 
Natural Cycle: 45 

Control Type: Pretimed “ 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.63 . 

''■;; ?- : P\ ;■;;. ■ : • •:$ ■■ >"J 

<<J y-: ; ' . 

IT' ymp&'l Sfpp* \ < 

7-7?!W*™wz'~~:MyW5 

»•**»!$•>»"“•• y*. -x ■:■ $»}»>«<• 


Intersection Signal Delay: 11.9 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 73.2% 


Intersection LOS: B 
ICU Level of Service C 






Splits and Phases: 31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 



#• 

“► 02 

40s * 1 . 1 n 

1 IK 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

21: Court Street & Franklin Street 


10/18/2001 



> 

— 

> 

r +“ 

< 


t 

A 

V 

1 

V 




VBR 



NtJK v 

>tJL OBI 


Lane Configurations 


4t 










ideal Flow (vphpl) 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 19UU 19UU 

J900 

1900 

,1900 1900 

1900 

1900 

Lane Width (ft) 

.12 

.12 

12 

12 12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

12 

Grade.:(%). 


0% 

WBUM 

.0% 

am 

KlliiSl 

0% 

I 


0% 

f H? 

Storage Length (ft) 

6 


..o. 

6 

0 

0 


0 

0 


0 

Storage Lanes 

o 

fnnm 


o ■ r~ ■■ 

' 0 

: o.'. 

0 

0 

lllllf! 

;io 

T otal Lost"Time'(s) 

3.0 

"3.0 

‘3.6 


Tc> 

‘ 3.0 ~ 

3.0 

3.0'“ 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

Leading Detector (ft) 

" 50 ' 

50 

.. gQ 


50 




I ; :T: 

Trailing Detector (ft) 
Tiimfnn Sneed /mnhl 

.0 ' 

mms& 

0 


0 

15 

■H 

6 

15 

0 

g 

15 


* 3T9 


Satd. Flow (prot) 
Fit Permitted ~ 
Satd. Flow (perm) 


', , 'X f<$; 


t 28T3 
0.812 
0 “2300 


6 2955 


SSSwifcv % iiSSss^vaLv^w, 

0 0 


0 2955 0 


Right Turn onRed " Yes " ' Yes 

--- .......... . ... . «. v.s:.• .X. . 


Satd. Flow 


143 




0 2859 0 

'“TOJ931T - — r rgr- 

0 ^2859^'. 0 0 

v Yes 111118 

~ - 30 ; 

1806 '" 

'\-?r -" iJQ'Q 

(vph)--‘28" ~ 245 0 XT 365 179. 50 388 .69 0 

Cprifl. Peds: (#/hr) lp!r 1"7~" . . — m; 

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 

Peak Hour Factor 0.50 0.81 0.90 0.90 0.86 0.84 0.50 0.82 0.75 0.90 0.90 0.90 

100% 118% 118% 118% 118% 100% 100% . 


Link Distance (ft)* " ‘ "1800 " 1800 


Travel Time (s)40.9 40.9 

Volume (vph) 28 245 0 0 365 179 


?f-3 

:*!w2 




7 ; '7||:"Yes 

30 

1800 

40.9 

, x;|:: 111=1^ Vi . 


Growth Factor 
Heavy Vehicles 
Bus Blockages '■ 


%.118% 118% 118%“ 118% 


Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 17% 0% 0% “ 5% “ 5% 44% 3% 10% 0% 0% 0% 


Mid-Block Traffic (%) 
Lane _.,,, 

Turn Type 




0 % 


0 % 


0% 


0 % 


Perm 


0 413 0 0 '714. 0 0 682 0 0 0 0 


Perm 


Protected Phases 

rip 

ililii 

2 

. .. ‘. ... .. 


iilrlSM 

SlUi 

>}M ’nM'I 

7^# ^.ir 


Permitted Phases 


2 


2 


i 






Detector Phases 

■■ 

. 2 



jf 

i 






Minimum Initial (s) 


4.0 

■ ' 4 Q 

Xo 


46 

4.0 





Minimum Split (s) 


21.0 

21.0 




21.0 


ll^i 

8. ' Xx'.y 


Total Split (s) 


"40.0 

40.0 

0.0 0.6 40.6 

0.0 

30.0 

306 

0.0 

6.0 

0.0 

0.6 

Total Split (%) 


: 57% 

' 57% '' 

0%' 0% ' 57% 

0% 

43%^43% 

0% 

0% 

fc 0% 

S-Jo. .1_ 

0% 

Yellow Time (s) 


"3.0 

..3.0'. 

3.0 


3.0 

3.0 





All-Red Time (s) ” 


2.0 

. _ 

mmm 

2 0 2 0 

• v-2 




Lead/Lag ^' 


Lag 

Lag 

Lag 


Lead 

Lead 





Lead-Lag Optimize? 

WM< 

Yes 

Yes 



Yes 

Yes 





Recall Mode 


Max 

'"Max “ 

Max 


Max 

Max 





Act Effct Green (s) /. i 



37.0 

>f; r *s 376 



27.0 


hH 



Actuated g/C” Ratio^ 



.0.53 

0.53 



0.39 





v/c Ratio " 



0.34 ‘ 

7'i .■ '/ 0.44 

mwrnm 

1111. 

0.61 





Qnifdrrri Delay, dl 



9.5 

7.6 



16.2 





Delay 



9.7 

... 8.0 


T ™ 

16.6 7 





Los 



A 

A 



B 





Approach Delay 



9.7 

8.0 

m | 


- 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

21: Court Street & Franklin Street 


10/18/2001 






H 111 ...... ...Jajilll 


Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 70 
Actuated Cycle Length: 70 
Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green - 

Natural Cycle: 45 
Control Type: Pretfmed 
Ma^irhiTm v/c Ratio: 0.61 


^L'^ViVCvI'hv^. ‘.vsV - . ,v. 


: : 




Intersection Signal Delay: 11.6 ■ Intersection LOS: B ’ ' ' 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 51 .2% ICO Level of Service A 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
26: Court Street & Pearl Street 


10/18/2001 


< A t A V | V 


Lane Configurations ^ 

Ideal Flow {vphpl)f 1900 1900 19001 

Lane VVidth (ft)' ' * 12 ' "12 ' 12* 

Grade (%) 0% 

Storage Length (ft) 0 0 

Storage Lanes 0 0 

total iJsfTime (sj “ *. 

Leading Detector (ft) 50 

Trailing Detector (ft) * * 0 

Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 

SatdrTlowLprot) '""“'"0 ^>01 6 

Fit Permitted : 1 7 '1'“ 

Satd. Flow(perm)"' ' 0 2701 "'"""O' 

Right Turn on Red Yes 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) “ 267 ‘ 

Unk Speed (mph) *" 30 

Link Distance (ft) 1800 

Travel Time (s) -- ' '40.9 

Vdlumefvpfif ''0 235 “ 238 

Conft. Peds. (#/hr) 

Confl.Bikes (#/hr) 

Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.83 0.89 

Growth Factor 118% 100% 10o°/T 


IP 

£» 

tt» 4t 4ft* 

1900 1900 1119001 1900 • 1900 1900 1900 1900 .1900" 1900 '1900, ”1900 

" 12 " "“12 12 * **‘12 "“*'12 12 " "12 12 12 "" 12 12 *"" ‘12 
0% 0%. 0% 0% 


0 

3.0 3.0 


* “ 0 2701 
0 2701 
.267 

OU 

1800 


~0 ~ - “0 0J, 5 


"3.0 “ 3 : 0 *"'"3:o 

50 50 

.Vv7x7 V X V. .-.XXXv,’ . ,SV>X v X 

0 0 

15 ” 9 

’ * 0 .3077 * tr 


9 

15 


6 

"“O' 

3077 



0.638 


0 

199?" 

Yes 



15 S 


' 12.. 12 """.12 

0 % 

6 " .0 

“70 “1 ~~ * r - 7'-0 

50 •rr'so.; 

“If ilT 

15 . _ .. 9 


40.9 


Yes ’ ' : -W x:r Z7W*-' : V~W*~ 


frC’BWiwrW'Ww ...XXv .:_ :v&X'.v4w*4v«$M'244'il>.wfc‘.*r 7;7;:Xv; : .vX 

1800 1800 

40.9 ' 40.9” 


0 

lYes"7 


0 "4127 
m "0.992 


"Yes 


0 235 238 249 " """550 • 


"0 . 6 


"T32 * 

ri'30ip 

1800 

@0191* 

**"311 




0.90 0.83 0.89 0.92 0.84 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.50 0.82 0.55 

118% 100 r t, 100‘ 100% lW% 118% 118% 118 % 100 % 100 % 118% 


0 0 

0 % 

0 926 

DTP+P 

2 2 3 

2 2 3 

.:;-..... .. v .w/^Xva:.... .... 

4.0 

8.o “ ii 

8.0 42.0 


& 0% 

O' ""0 


0% 49% • 0% 11% 60%' 0% 


Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 12% 11% 2% 5% 0% 0% 


Bus blockages (i/hr) . 0 0 

w*r o/ 

Mid-Block Traffic ( 0% 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 550 

Turn Type 

Protected Phases 3 

Permitted Phases — 

Detector Phases 3 

Minimum1nitiai"(sf""" " C0' J ‘ 

Minimum Split (s) 21.0 

Total Split (s) — 34 0 

Total Split (%) ' 0% 49% 

Yellow Time (s) w * ** 3.0 

AII-Red'Time(s) ™*- 2.0 

1 ■.-. x-.-xlsv* 

Lead/Lag 

Lead-Lag'Optimize? • 77 '";—::: 

Recall Mode ' " ". 

Act Effct Green (s) 23.9' 

Actuated g/C Ratio ‘ ' 0.45* 

v/c Ratio! ' '',7 .0.41' 

Uniform Delay, dl 4.6 

Delay ' ’ 4.9 

LOS ! ‘ * * A* 

Approach Defay". 4.9 

Approach LOS ..“.. A 


0% 8% 11% 1% 

.v........... _ .. ^......v.s.....v.w. — ’ 

oooo 


3.0 

2.0 


“Min 
23.9 
0.45" ^ 


2.0 

“ :i:o“ 

Lag 

Yes 

None 


0.55 

0.77 

. . 7 .0 ." 

. A. 

"'9.3 “ “7 1 

1 x.: ...vy: .v: ■■:x 

A 


no/ 

0 % 0 % 

0 0 0 0 O 632 0 

“*'““ " Perm"” 

■ i ■ 

.' .'"''“4^^4® 

9.0 9.0 

.0 0 : 0 ‘ ' * 0.0 0.0 28.0 28.0 U^O 

% 0% 0%" 0% 40% 40% 0% 

' " WJ! ‘ 3.0 370 

" "" ' .. 2:o: ' '29' ' ' 

"" Lead”" Lead 

' Yes Yes 

Min Min 
14.6 

... 0.27. 

- ~ " g.51 “ 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
26: Court Street & Pearl Street 


10/18/2001 



Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 70 
Actuates Cycle Length? 53 4 ^"^’ 
Natural Cycle: W " ! ” " 

Control Type: ActuateS-Una56rdinaten 
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.77 
Intersection Signal Delay: 9.5 


Intersection LOSfA 
ICU Level of Service C 


Splits and Phases: 26: Court Street & Pearl Street 
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URS Corporation 


Traffic Impact Study 


Section 5-9 
ETC / Build / PM Peak 



Timings 

11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


10/18/2001 


> 


> < 




t A V I V 


Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

Lane Width (ft) 

Grade (%)— . 

Storage Length (ft) 
Storage'Lanes 
Total Lost Time (sf 
Leading" Detector, (ft) ~ 
Trailing Detector "(ft) 

T urning Speed ;(mph) 
Satd. Flow (prot) 

Fit Permitted * 

Satd. Flow (perm) 

Right Turn on Red ", 
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 
Link Speed fmph) 

i •: ■• . •. • . y :vS?iV,V,T--£w. • ...... :■&£:. 

Link Distance (ft) 
Travel Time (s) 

Volume (vph) 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 

Peak Hour Factor 
Growth Factor 




1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 1900 ! 

1900 

1900 

1900 1900 

1900 1900 1900 

12 


if 

12 12 


12 

•nrnr 



0% 


. .. ......... ...Q^ 

- TVr~> 

'■ZVVM^, \ 

0% 

"T”“,T“''J0% - 

0 


‘ .O' 

0 

0 

0 

"To 

0 ' 0 

^^7/1;0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

«-vf ® 'i g m ' VJ 

0 0 

TT 


3.0 

<4 

o 

i 

“OT* 

“3®“ 

3.0 3.0 

*"3_0'.““3.0 “' 3‘0 


o 

ill 


50 50 



7v-;' 

50 50 




."0 0 " 




(f 0 

15 




9 

15 


/ 9 

“tf 

“1543 


0 1668^ 

6“ 

0 

^ - 0 -- 

^'302 8 "“ o 


..... - 


" 0.658 




'm ' 0.994 wr 


1543 

0 


‘ 0 

0 

0 0 

nnol 



Yes 


Yes 


. Yes 

. Yes 


! ii2‘ 






264 


r /'"" ..30 . . 

1800 

':- : r. 40 9. 

0 155 158 ..106 


7*. ^,2^':: 

1800 

40.9 

“ 258 0 


-r" - 

.1800 


. “ 30 

‘1800 

40.9 


Q' Q ^ w-r.w.? 

0 '“0.54 341 148 


mmi 


0.25 0.84 0.72 0.76 0.88 0.25“ 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.60 1.00 0.57 

161% 100% 1 06¥o' T 00% 109% 109%' 109% “109% 10'9%' " 100% ‘ 100% 1081 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 6% 0% 1% ■ 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 


o o “0. 0 *0. 0 

.. . . . - . , ' . _ ", 

0 % 0 % 


Bus Blockages1(#/hr) 

Parking ‘(#/hr) ' 

Mid-Block Traffic (%)' 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 4$*;: VO ' q 459 0. 

Turn Type Perm 

Protected Phases" 7i7SX 
Permitted Phases" 

Detector Phases ||gjjg'~ 

Minimum initial (s) 

MinimumSplit (s) 

Tolaf'Spiitlsf"' “ 

Total Split (%) l ' 0% 7 5.0% 

............ .. i -“3.0 

Lag 
Yes 
Max 


0 


mm 


, ...'.;\y. , ...: ■ ... ; 


lii 


’ 0 %. 0 % 

0 0 0 ' 704 0 

Perm ' . 


m 2 „ 2 .. 

2 

■ 2 2 -“2 - "• 

. 4.0 4.0 

?r" ? * "A' w ' " 

. ^ ! * U ... • l KJ . . ’ 

0.0 35.0 35.0 0.0 0.0 


1 

v;J.wi«:Uv;o~v:-:5 


(TO 


CO" 
210 
35.0 


0.0 


1 

r . . ^ ~ 

4.0 4.0 '" * 

21.0 21.0 

0.0 35.0 35.0 0.0 


Yellow Time (s) 

All-Red Time (s) 

Lead/Lag . 

Lead-Lag Optimize? ‘ ™ ^ 

f^erallMode" . 

Act Effct Green (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 
v/c Ratio 
Uniform Delay, dl 


0% 50% 50% 0% 0% 

3.0 3.0 


0% . 0% 50% 50% 0% 

3.0 3.0 


■, :yy,,: ^m*\S dm »W • . 

Lag Lag 


32.0 

0.46 

0.53 

.974' 

•~ 9.9 


Yes Yes 

' Max ' Max 

.... 32 0 

0.46 

WV . 0.90 T 

17.5 




2.0 2.0 
Lead Lead 
Yes Yes 


LOS 

3|>j|oach Delay 
Approach'LOS 


, . ;. 32.6 

A C 

9.9 ' 32.6 

.A ... .. C 






■ ■■ : 
' .. ■- 


Max 
” r '32.0 ” 

-&.VVX viwv'xv/. -v. ■ A : '}’—'-— . ‘‘ 

0.46 

0.46 

7.9 

. : A 

* "719 

. 7C 
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Timings 

11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


10/18/2001 



Area Type: CBD 


Cycle Length: 70 

.. .. . .■ ^ •' 

; 4 >, 

Actuated Cycle Length: 70 

Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green 

Natural Cycle: 50 “"****' ** ^ 

Control Type: Pretimed ---------- ; 

... ' • 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.90 

intersection signal ueiay: 

.intersection lus: o - 

■-SMz ' '• .V 

intersection Capacity Utilization 86.1% 

ICO Level of Service 6 


Splits and Phases: 11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


£ o1 

a2 

_ 1 m 

35 ■: 





Convention Center Intersection Study 08/06/2001 No-Build ETC (2007) - PM PEAK 
TMK 

GBNRTCBUFF-ST51 

D-223 


Synchro 5 Report 
Page 4 


















Timings 

6 : E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 


10/18/2001 



> 

- 

> 

< - <- 

^ t 

A 

V i 

V 







liSSR 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (VDhdll 

11:9001 

119001 

11900* 

4* 

SI900 1190013900:" 

4> 

lf9001M900;P 

4900 : 

4» 

11900 119001 

11900 


Lane Width (ft) 12“ 

Grade (%) 

StorageXength (ft) ' 0 
Storage; Lanes 0 

Total Lost Time (s) 3.0 

1150“ 

“"“"““cf 

15 
0 


“.12 

0% 


LeadingTDetector (ft) 

Trailing detector (ft) 

Turning Sp ed(mph) 

SatidiFlowIprot) 

Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 

Right Turn on Red 
Satd. Flow (RTOR)' ‘ 

Link Speed (mph) 

Link dTstence (ft) 

Travel Time (s)“ ^ 

Volumetvph) 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 

Peak Hour Factor ' 

Growth "Factor 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 

Bus Block^S p/lir) “ 

Parking (#7hr) “ 

Mid-BloclfTraffic ^) “ 
LaneproCipFlow (vph) 0 


13 


0.46] 

T09f 

o%: 


' 3.0 

... , 50 

’ ‘ "0 

1647 " 
0.962 
1593 

'^™30 

T80O 

40.9 

“175 


12 12 


12 

*“w : 

12 

0% 

0 

0 

0% 

" 0 

0" 


0 

jkk'kkkSi 

- 0 

7 Q 

3.0 370 

376“ 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

. ' 50 ■ ' 

”50 

50 

j 

50 


3.0 3.0 

- 50 


. 9 15 ■ 9 


Yes 

30“ 


" ‘0.769 
0 1266 


Q 

Yes 


0 .0 

- 

0 1578 
' '' 0.997 

^ 6 '15/8 


"IT 

mm 


3.0 




9 

* 

msm 

o 

Yes 


15 

. S'-.- . 

0 1649 
0.816 
“0 1368 


12 

”0 

lip 

3.0 


•• ' 9 

“o 

0 

Yes 


20 

30 

1800 


20 

30 

1800 


30 ' 

*1800 


0.86 0.56 

400%*“ 100% 


- 40g ,-r 

21 41 14 

13. 

40.9 ' 

340 “ 45 “ 

40 9 
“ 723 ' 61 

“"0 

-Ik ~ ~ Wjjj& 



Sisps: 

lllipp;:? 






0 25 0 79 0 58 

0:46 

0.86 0.63 

' 0.58 0.68 

1 0V25 


1 ::. 


i% 

o 

l: 0 % 
288 


0% 

“"If 


00% T00% ’ 109% “109% 

0% r 5% 0% 46%" 

. 


0 


0 


Turn Type 
Protected’Phases 
PermittecfPhases 
Detector Phases 
Minimum iriftiai (s)' 
Minimum Split (s) 

Total Pplit(s) 

Total Split (%). 

Yellow Time (s) “ 
All-Red Time (s) 

Lead/tag ' . 

Lead-Lag Optimize? 
Recall Mode “ 

Act Effct Green (s) c 
Actuated g/b Ratio 
v/c Ratio 

Ontform DeiayCai" ’ 


Perm 

“T 

2 

4!ff 


o o 162 ; 

Perm 


0 


2 

2 
4.0 


k:;; 




4.0 4.0 


90 

9.0 

" 90 

mm 


" 3b.o 

30.0 

0.0 30.0 30.0 

vV-\. -■ •:. 

0.0 

49 % 

49% 

' 0% 49% 

:' ; 4»5W 

wm 

"“““"3:9^ 

3.0 

“3!0 

3.0 

iWMm 

2.0 

2.0 


: 2 .o 


Lag' 

Lag 

Lag 

Lag 

jv«cwv; 

Yes 

Yes 

"‘il "Yes] 

Yes 

Cl'.Tl 7 

““''Max"' 1 

Max 

."'“'“'"'"Max. 

Max 



- o 
"Perm"” 

.1 

sy -.j■ 

4.0 

21.0 

31.0 

51% 

3.0 

2.0 

mmm&vm 

Lead 

Yes 


100 % 

3% 4% 

mmmmrnmjim&m 

0 0 

. 0 %.. 

504 0 

1 


0.0 

SP0%| 


109% 109% T00%‘ 109% 


0% 3% 


27.0 
” Ct44 
0.40 

“ J I8S 


27 0 

- " ’’ lii! 


0:44 


.9.4 


1 
1 

4.0 
“ 21.0 

“ 31:6 

51% 

““ 3 : 9 "“ 

2.0 

Lead 

Yes 

Max 

28.0 

’ 0146 ^ 
0.69 

. 12% .. 


“ 0 
"Perm 

1 

1 

SiSsra# 

4.0 

21.0 

"iter 

51% 

3.0 

2.0 

Lead 

Yes 

Max 


0 % 

133 

■Pli 

Co 

' 721:0 j 

3CO 
51% 

3.0 

2.0 '4 
Lead 
’ Yes j 
Max" 

28 0 

0.21 
. 9:9 

40.3 7 


0 % 
.0 

• “0 


0.0 

Wo 


LOS 

B 

'' “T®*® *“ w 


B 

Approach Delay 

10.9 

■ 9.9 

13i2 

'71“ 1/10.3 '“7, 

Approach t6s 

B 

A 

..'““”B“. 

.■ “"“"B'... 
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Timings 

6 : E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 


10/18/2001 


Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 61 ~ 

Actuated Cycle Length: 61. 

Offset: 35 (57%), Referenced to phase 2: EBWB; Start of Green 

Natural Cycle: 40 .....~... 

ControrType: Pretimed * ' ' ' 

■ ' ■ _ w 4 ... : . '.■.■■■ . r ■ ‘ | ,'.SV .'.NV.W.«Wrt^v*vW\ . ^ ^ <■ ■ ■« - '■ -s'* - ■■ . .. N . ■ '' • 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.69 

Intersection Signal Delay: 11.8 Intersection LOS: B 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 74.3% ‘..ICU Level of Service C 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 


09/17/2001 



> - > < *- 


t t v I V 






Lane Configurations 4M f 

Ideal Flow (vphpi) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 


Lane Width (ft) 12 12 12 12 12 

Grade.(%) .. ..0% £ SB 

Stor age Length (ft) 0 _ 0 0 

total Lost Time (s) 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.0 


12 
. 0 

.0 

* ■".." ' '". 3 0 

Leading Detector (ft) 50 50 50 

Trailing Detector (ft) 0 0 0 


Lane Util. Factor 


l) t “ "3 

1.66 6.95 0.95 


9 15 


9 


0.95 

irsasME; 


0.95 1.00 


12 

0 

HI 

3.6 


15 
1.00 


12 

0 % 


3.0 


1.00 


12 

0 

6 

3.0 


9 

1.00 


12 12 

, 0 % 

6 

o 

' 3.0 

so 
o 

Hi 5 

0.91 


3.0 

v :’lP 

o 


0.91 

' • 2?' 


12 

0 

9 

3^0 
16 
6 
. 9 
1.00 


kkik<-^tj>^sWXvXs~~vi'VO>. . ...-: ■>. ■■ ... 

Frt 

Fit Protected . 

Hg 

0.972 

u.yoD 


M| 



. 0.850 

0.999 

Satd. Flow (prot) 

0 

3058 ' 0 6“ 3157 .“. 6 

. 0 

0 

0 

0 

4573 

1439 

Fit Permitted ' 

v^.. /. 1 V, xv;^v.s w,v>.v.v:'/v.>.v . .... ^.vXyXv,:.. v w.;’:;<.k->:...: 


. ' '0-985 

^gg§| 


V • • • 

' • , s ■ 


0.999 

Satd. Flow (perm) 

6 

3058 0 0 3157 0 

- - ^ . -m* 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4573 

1439 

‘S'v£-\/ 


Satd. Flow (RTOR) 5 

Headway Factor J-SIIUSS 
Link Speed (mph) 30 

Link Distance (ft) : 1800 


Travel Time (s) 
Volume (vph) 


K.! Sk. :■..: ; e :k<::: 

d III 114 114 114 114 

30 30 

_ W^Wl^ 1800 P A ' -’1800 

40.9 40.9 40.9 

0 499 103 46 108 0 0 0 


214 

1.14 1.14 1.14 181 

30 
1800 
40.9 

0 27 2169 167 


Confl. B(kes"(#/hr)wii 

—.. HP- - ■■•■.wfF 

WuSM 





Peak Hour Factor 

0.25 0.83 0.74 0.82 0.87 

0.25 

0.25 

0.25 0.25 

0.92 

0.86 

0.78 

Growth Factor 

109% 109%., J 09% 169% .169% 

11)9% 

109% 

109% 109% 

100% 

100% 

tP9% 

Heavy Vehicles (%) 

0% 1% 13% 0% 2% 

0% 

0% 

0% 0% 

0% 

2% 

1% 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 

o 0 0 /!:.:> ■7.6- 

0 

HH 

0 0 


i^Qy 

b 

Parking (#/hr) 
Mid-Block Traffic (%) 
Adj. Flow (vph) 

: b% < o% 

0 655 152 61 135 

. 0 

- aS&S 

0 

0 0 

111111 

29 

mm 

2522 

.■:••••• ••• -s 

214 

LanS Group Flow^f ph 
Turn Type 

suit 807 mmm ^ 

Perm 

0 

0 

WMo o 

0 

Split 

.2551 

214 

Prot 


Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 


V.:: 2 


■ >f\ w ■ • - - • 

. y^y:„,yMiysxy'my 


1 


1 'H 1 


Detector Phases 2 : = 

2 2 ' m 

i i 

' 1 

1 

Minimum initial (s) 4.6 

4.0 4.0 

4.0 

4.0 

4.0 

Minimum Split (s) , 21.0 

21.0 ; 21.0 

.0 

21.0 

21.0 

Total Split (s) 0.0 23.0 0.0 

23.0 23.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

52.0 

52.0 

52.0 

Totaf Split (%) 0% 31% 0% 

31% 31% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

69% 

69% 

? 69% 

Yellow Time (s) 3.0 

3.0 3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

All-Red Time (s) 2.0 

2.0 2.0 

2.0 

2.0 

■ ?i ,' i -2.0 

Lead/Lag Lag 

Lag Lag 

Lead 

Lead 

Lead 

Lead : Lag Optimize? Yes 

Yes ■ Yes ■ ;, -; : :3 

„' ;1 Yes 

Yes 5 

Yes 

Recall Mode Max 

Max Max 

Max 

Max 

Max 

Act Effct Green (s) ’ 20.0 

20.0 7;: 


49.0 

49.0 

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 

0.27 


0.65 

0.65 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 


09/17/2001 


> ^ ^ t A v I 


V 


y/cRatio y 

0.99 

0.23 

' ' 0.85 

' 0.21 

Uniform Delay, dl 

27.1 

21.5 

10.2 

0.0 

rv^ '1 "%MW' T"T v ,lvP s 'T TfSM8Z*&ft '' v 

! 3 y -.... - ....... - -.. - ■.. • --. 

8 50 - 1 

. .......... < v . < ... , . •- - « • •; >;yt, -y . ■v.^.-.- ;■ 

. ?i.? .... 

10.7 

0.8 

LOS 

D 

C 

B 

A 

ieproachDeJay.... 

50.1 

21.8 

.. „. -x - -- ..•-., ..... ...... . ...... . ..v—-. wV.\<'.v.:;-.w 

- ■ 40 ;0 

;x-.\>vx ;'v.^xWT-xJ:w>x-x4<v 

7 



Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Lenath: 75 
Actuated Cycle Length: 75 

Offset: 20 (27%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start Of Green ; 
Natural Cycle: 65 
lo njoiif PPPMified : ;; ;~ 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.99 




- - 

-v uIsWk^^ ' Alv^juivi 






Intersection Signal Delay: 19.2 
intersection Capacity Utilization 96.4% 


Intersection LOS: B ;:..., 
ICU Level of Service E 
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Timings 

16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 


10/18/2001 



> 

— > 

< 

< 

SsNMH 

t 

mmsm 

A 

~NBR 

V 

SBL 

1 

SBT 

V 

iHP 

Lane Configurations 











ideal Flow (vphpl) 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

mooom 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

Lane Width (ft)' 

12 

.12 

i'2' 


“!F" 

if 

il' 

. T2“"‘ 

..12 

12 


12 

Grade (%}.W^ 


0% 

mm 


0% 



0% 


11 

0% 


Storage Length (ft) 

0 


0 

0 


0 

0 


0 

6 


0 

StoragelLanes;," 

Total Lost Time (s) 

0 

3.0 

3.0 

0“ 

3.0 

0 

3:0 

3.0 

0 

3.0 

.. .. .... 0 

3:0 

3.0. : 

0 

3.0. 

'Xvjyv^-M.'v‘>r A. .WI' 

9.0 3.0 

:~o 

6:6 

Leading Detector (ft) 

50 

50 

■ 50 


. 50 50 : : ■ 

f 9 


f. 

Trailing Detector (ft) 

0 

0 



0 


0 

0 





Turning Speed (mph) 

15 


9 

15 

mmmmm 

9 

15 

.. .9 




Satd. Flow (prat) 

0 

3123 

0 

0 

3012 

0 

6 

5695 

0 

0 

6 

0 


Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
Right Turn on Red 
Satd! Flow (RTOR) 
Link Speed (mph) 

Link Distance (ft) 
iTjayel Time (s) 
Volume (vph) 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Growth Factor 
Heavy Vehicles (%) 
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 
Parking'(#/hr) 
Mid-Block Traffic (%) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 


361 


0.78 

109% 

0 % 

0 


0 

Perm 


0.670 

2162 


30 

1800 

40.9 

179 




0 3012 " 0 

Vv/JT" Yds : 

10 

30 ' ' j 

'VSy.'.yv..A.w«v.v'/ > ■' 

1800 


? 40.9 \..1 

0 16113 




.0.998 ~~ ' ” 

0 5695.0 

Yes 

.: ^. 30 -r-v : 

.“1800 . “ ' 

r~7 ~?40.9 

'47 1582. 32 


0 6. T) 

■' " -'Yes 

30 

' 1800. 

40.9 

o.o 0 


0.73 0.25 0.25 0.74 ' 0.65 0.78 0.84 0167 0.25 0.25 0.25 
109% 109%'' 169’%““ 100%' 109% 169%“ 109% 109%'' 109% 10#o l66% 
2% 0%OK 7% ON 

0 0 6 0 0 


0% 


' 


771 .0 o 


imm 


- 1 % 2 %' 6 % 0 % 0 % 0 % 

6 .o.. o. . .o o “o 

,__ _ , 

: :V, -I ’ 'X:X 

0 %.. 0 % 0 % 

240 .. 0 " 0 2171 0 0 0 0 

; ..Spirt ...... . 

.. ,, :2 - ... 1 1 


Detector Phases 

2 

m 

wmmmmm 

Pp2T 


1 

”.i 





Minimum Initial (s) 

4.0 

4.0 


4.0 


4.0 

4.0 





Minimum Split (s) 

Total Split (s) 

21.0 

27.0 

21.0 

27.0 

v ' w '“W 

0.0 0.0 

2i.o.; 

2716” 

0.0 ' 

Zl.U Z1.U 

48.0 . 48.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

“0.0 

Total Split (%) 

36% 

36% " 

0% ' 0% 

36%' 

0% 

64% 

64% 

0% 

.0% ~ 

0% ’ 

0% 

Yellow Time (s) 

3.0 

3.0 


3.6 


3.0 

3.0 





All-Red Time (s) 

; 2.0 

2.0 : 

imMi 

20 


2.0 

20 





Lead/Lag 

Lag " 

Lag 


Lag 


Lead 

Lead 





Lead-Lag Optimize? 

Yes 

Yes . 

Yes 


Yes 

Yes 

pT * 




Recall Mode 

Max 

Max 


Max 


Max 

Max 





Act Effct Green (s) 


24.0 


mmm 

<1gfi 

BHf 

45.0 


mmmmm 



Actuated g’/C Ratio 


0.32 


0.32 



0.60 





v/c Ratio 


t.58d! 


0.25 



0.63 





Uniform Delay, at 


’“15.5' 


. 18:6 “ 



. 1.6 





Delay ' 

xxfit-y'j-.'-r 

84.5 ' 


18.3 



98 





LOS 


F 


B 



A 





Approach Delay' ““' r 

■> | 

84.5 



gl 

9.8 

■. 



. ; 
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Timings 

16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 


10/18/2001 



Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 75 ~ I 

Actuated Cycle Length: 75 , 

Offset: 33 (44%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green ~ " 
Natural Cycle: 45 

Control TypefPretimed r * ” ” 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.11 

intersection Signal Delay: 28.5 Intersection LOS: C 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 83.6% . ' ~ ICU Level of Service D 

dl Defacto Left Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a left lane. 




' ' Vv-p 


Splits and Phases: 16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 
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Timings 

46: Scott Street & Washington Street 


10/18/2001 






^ V t A ^ J 


Lane Configurations 


4T» 



4t» 



4fc 


1900 

41* 


Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

1900 

1900 

;i900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

;1900 

1900 

p900 

1900.: 

1900 

Lane Width “(ft) 

12 

12 

12 

if 

if 


12 

12 

12 

:i '' : ''12 

12 

12 

Grade (%) 


•' ”0% 

pi 

' "j 

0% I 


’ 0% 


: • ’ 

' 0% 

v :f-v 

Storage length (ft) 

0 


0 

0 


0 

0 



0 


“ ; b 

Storage Lanes 

Total tost nnrie (s) 

0 

3.0 

3.0 

0 

3.0 

i o 

^•>££1l ■> :c 

3.0 3.0 

0 

3.0 

0 

fT 

3.0 

0 

‘ 3.0 

0 p 

3.0 3.0 

0 

3.0 

Leading Defector (ft) 

50 

50 


. 50 

5U 

I|| 

50 

50 


50 

50 i 


Trailing'Selector (ft) "" 

*“1f 

0 " 


0 

o 

■» 

o 

0 


vtfvttlv.-x’ 

0 0 

Turning Speed (mph) 


9 

15 

; ■ ?.• p 

9 

15 


?'' : '9'::: 

15 

&;; • 

5SJ7B 

Satd' Flow (prat). 

0” 

2762 

If 

0’ 

2861 0 

0 

*3068. 

'""'If''' 

'" 0 

'2718 

'“'0 

Fit Permitted 

^T^-.v'^rr /' y> . 

0.761 1 



0.939 

liplll 

: : • ~ "if.'<■$£ 

C 101 

iplfi 

:? vf'\ v>! " 

0.840 


Satd. Flow'(perm) . 

0 

2160 

‘ 0 

0 

2694 


‘ * 0 

2778 

"0 ■ 

0 

2306 

‘0 

Right Turn on Red 
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 


. 43 

Yes 

v. . -.cx ......V - ■ . ...v..v 

128 

Yes 

..Yes 1 

9 


.'"15 " 

Yes 

Link Speed (mph)' 


30 


.30 

' : C" "£5* 


30 


30 


Link Distance (ft) 


1800 



Tlbb 



i 860 ' 



1800 

■ 

Travel Time (s)' ! 

^7 

40.9 

SJi !P 

8 

40.9 

109 

27 

40.9 

260 

". 

.45 

40.9 

""' '213' A: ' 

.13 


Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 
Confl. Bilces (#/hr) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Growth Factor 
HeavyVehicfes (%} 

Bus Blockages (i/hr) 

Parking' (#/hr). 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 
f urn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 






071 

100% 

“"9% 

...O' 


0 

Perm 


070 0.68 

109C 109%'' 
'0% ‘ 15% 

0 0 


0.67 0.75 

Y09% 


13% 


.o% 

' 145 


2 


0 


0 

2% 

b 

: "ill:.:. 'J 

0% 

0 206 
Perm 


0.85 0.75 0.82 

iood®% TOf 

2% 33% 1% 


0.58 0.80 

mrmt 

58% 
0 


14% 

****% 


x -5 ~ 

; 0:92 0.81 

100% T6if 

■ -• o 0% 

.0 "0 


a 


0 

Perm 
1 


Of 

369 

1 


0 0 

;: 

Perm 


0% " 
310 ; ™ 0 

1 Vly™ 


Detector Phases 
MinimumTriitiai(s) 

4.0 

2 

4.0“ * 

• . t £ 

4.0 

?-T: 2 : 

4.0 


4 0 

1 

TO" 


1 

4.0' 

" "T ::: 
'' 16 '^ 


Minimum Split (s) 

21.0 

2 i;o 

21.0 21.0 


27.0 

27 0 

' ..v.\ 

27.0 

27.0 


Total Split (s) 

25.0 

25.0" C 

L 0 25 6 " 

25.0 

0.0 

35.6 

" 3 5^6 

0.6 

35.0 

35.0 " 

do 

Total Split (%) T 

42% 

42% 0% 42% 

42% ' ”0% i 

.58% 

58% 

0 % 

.58% 

58% 

10% 

Yellow Time (s) 

“'~bf 

3.0 w " 

3:0 

s...;-*.:,*., .. v.v .. 

3.0 

fb ‘ 

3:0 


3.0 


,.-W.V.TO^.. 

All-Red Time (s) 

20 

- 2.0 | 

2.0 

2.0 ' 

> Vi 

2.0 

2.0 

WMSSfi- 

"2.0 

2.0 


Lead/Cag 

Lag 

Lag 


Lag 


Head 

Lead 

.V>X '-X.vX-x-x ■..' 

"lead 

Lead 


Lead-Lag Optimize? 

'Yes 

v : 

Yes Yes 


Yes 

i»es:® 

wz '; ■" 

Yes 

Yes 


Recall Mode. 

None 

None 

None 

None.. 


Min 

Min 


Min 

Mlrf “ 


Act Effct Green (s) 
Actualedg/C Ratio 

gate 

11.4 

"0^28 

Bill 

11.4 
.6.28 ' 

2S6S 

21.6 

... '056“ 


21.6 

0.56 


v/c Ratio 

Uniform Delay, di 

. i 

0.23 ' 

.7?2 . 

024 

3.8 



0.24 
.3.9' 



0.24 

3.8 


Delay 

T: 

5.3 

...... . .™ '3 4 


~ : ytfm 

4.5 



4.5 


LOS 


A 

". 

W> T &> 

>»asswAX«i»:«v:i 


“I""' 



. - ^ 


Approach Delay 

iiliil 

5.3 "" 

.. 

3.4 


* S3 

4.5 

HI 

E'33.I; 
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Timings 

46: Scott Street & Washington Street 


10/18/2001 


mmm 


Area Type: CBD 

Cyc!e Length: 60 " ~ v 

Actuated Cycle Length: 38.3 
Natural Cycle. 50 ~ ^ ~ 

Control type: Serrii Act-Oricoord 
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.24" ' " ’ MT ” 

Intersection Signal Delay: 4.4 
Intersection CapacityUtilization 46.5% ICU Level of Service A 




• V a ' O . 

Intersection COST A 


.-: 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
43: Perry Street & Washington Street_ 


10/18/2001 


: 

> 

- 

*- 

< 

V 




IHitiSl 

ISili 



mfl 

SHlli 


Lane Configurations 

j 

4t 




f 


Sign Control 

Volumetvel^f“^ ^ 


IStop 

28 

Stop'/ 
* 27 

: 

‘ 215 

Stop 

230 


If m 

Peak Hour Factor “. : 

0.25 

0.88 0148 

"■0.551 

0 60 

0.65 


Hourly flow rate (veh/h) 

4 

32 

61 

391 

'383 

22 


UiicctiuM Lane* 


EB2| 


WtS i 5SB 1 ?5tJ Z 



Volume Total (vph) 

15 

21 

41 

411 

383 

22 

Volume Left (vph) ,/ 

4 

0 

0 

“‘"O' 

383 

0 .■. 

9olumeRigfir(vph) 

0 

.“6 

0 

391” 


22 

Hadj (s) 

Departure Headway (s j 

01 

6.4 

.... 

"K^os -ri 

0.4 

6.1 

-0.6 

. ^-.V. ■ V A*. s ,~}t~ ..... '' >^X< •*. .vw.. kL:53J} 

5.2 

Degree Utilization, x 

0.03" 

0.04 

J0.06 


‘0;65 • 

”0.03 ” . 

Capacity (veh/h)' 

52!3 

536 * 

swt 

TiIT 

"576 

686 

Control Delay (s) f. 1 

8.3 

8.3 

7.8 

14.3 

18.6' 

-y-f. mm :<'m :■:■»:: \ 

Mmm 

Approach Delay (sf 

.8.3. 


i3:8 


17.9 


Approach LOS 


™»li 

B 

. mm 

C 




- 


! - 

aag 

i 1 

Delay ,,r ^ 

HCM Level of Service 


■■£: 'a 

15.4 

■. ~C 





Intersection Capacity Utilization 


46.2% 


ICU Level of Service 

.. . .....VS.V 


%mA 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 


09/17/2001 


— < -V 

t A v | 

V 



sus^ 


Lane Configurations *5 

ideal Row (vphpl) I I 1i900' 1900 
Lane Width (ft) 12 12 

Storage Length (ft) 

Storage Lanes r 

Total Lost Time (s) 3.0 3.0 

mm. 


1900 
. 12 






, ™ 1 »™ 


"•'T 50 ; 5 Q 


Q 

J3.0 


1900, 
..12 


Bslkm 

0 
1 ' 
3.0 
50 


1900 

12. 

0% 


. -w -.A .[ 

3.0 


1900 

12 

wXtt&C&tai&Uv- 

0 

0 

3 0 ~ 


'I t» 'i T» 

1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

.12.12. 12.12. 12 "T2 


0 

■B 

&'§ 3 $ k 38 j ?> k 1 « 

3.0 

IMsM 


o% 


0 %: 


0 0 

0 X 


3.0 

||50S 


3.0 


3.0 
'50 ' 


3.0 

50 


0 

0 

3.0 


Trailing Detector (ft) 

0 

0 


0 

0 


0 

0 


0 

0 


Turning Speed (mph) 15 

lIBilfl 

: 9 

15 ' 

s 

irisr 

15 


9 

15 


i:Sl: ; .9 

Lane Util. Factor 

1.00 

.TOO 

i.oo 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

TOO 

TOO 

Reel B*K6 Factor 


\ 

1;! ■ 

mmmmm 


an 


§|§gg|g|| 



. ■■ 

V?/; ^ -. •• . - : 

1 

fyT“ _ ^ 


0*911 ' 



0.904 



0.960 



0.998 


FitiProteHteHS^^I 

0.950 



0.950' 


’• 

;d$# 1 

1 0.950 

. ... .<. *J ’ ” ’i 

.:. is 

|| |‘ 

0.950 


Ilf! 

Satd. Flow (prot) 

'' 1624. 

1549 

6 

1221. 

1489 

0 

1624 

1464 

0 

1608 

1690 

0 

FILPenmittedJlIBij 

II |0;59lll 

“ % v ' 0.456 v% 

XUC.aii5>xy*X'-5iiv.’ : 

0.223 



0.673 


-, r JI 

Satd. Flow (perm) 

1011 

1549 

0 

586 

1489 

0 

381 

1464 

0 

1139 

1690 

“ 0 

Right Turn on ReStl 

IH* 

lllll 

Yes .:.. 

inm 



|Yes 



Tfyes 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 


' 138 



123 



‘ 35 



2 * 


Headway Factor 1 

18111111 

1.14 

aill 

114 i 14 

* * 1 . . T. 

m 

H 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 

tail 

Link Speed (mph) 


' 30 



30 



30 



30 


IffiiDistance (ft) 

> - 

Tsoo 


y r-:, txzfisstf# 

1800 

Wp»l 

jgp^ 

i800 

Hi |§g 

1800 

• 11. ii 

Travel Time (s) 


40.9 



40.9 



40.9 



40.9 


Volume (vph) 

..'• v '’ 

-.1 .,:.. . 

wnm 

M 


.49. 106 12 


22 

I 153 

M 523 

...... ^ 

Confl. Peds. (#/hrf 













Confl. Bikes (#M 

I 1 I.'ll 


r -” >s f 

' ... i ^ 


y ;■ ■ 






pi.aTJ 

Peak Hour Factor 

0.70 

0.85 

0.73 

0.50 

0.70 

6 86 

0.60 

6/77 

0.69 

0.96 

0.84 

0.50 


Growth Factor 


109% 109% 109% 100% 100% 100% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 109% 

it As ^mOivNK ----viv ...v,V.\ i- . . j , . :.-V..:/....... v .. .. ...^-.v-•-•.w. 


Heavy Vehicles (%) 

0% 0% 

1% 

33% 

0% 

6% 

0% 

10% 

18% 

i% 

1% 

0% 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 

0 "1 0 0 ' 

0 

!|;!loT 

0 


0 

0 

0 

fail 

0 

Parking (#/hr) 
Mid-Block Traffic (%) 












.0% 

III!: 

■ (S'%x>t& .;••■■ ■' 

0 % 



0% 

, f 

£%. !•■>•%-sW ■ 

•^v.s v. 

0% 

■II 

Adj. Flow (vphj 

22 122 

178 

22 

70 

123 

22 

96 

35 

174 

679 

9 

Lane, Group Flow (vph) 

22 300 

IB 


193 

iiii 

22 131 

o. 

174 

688 

ilHp 

Turn Type 

Perm 


Perm 



Perm 



Perm 



Protected Phases 




:lA. 

sliifi 

A '■ 

■ l| 


• v - : ' ET'. • 

mx : A 

:||; 

Permitted Phases 

2 


2 



1 



i 



Detector Phases 

2 2 

2 

2 

iAm c 

1 

1 


lliiil 

i 


Minimum Initial (s) 

4.0 4.0 


4.0 

4.0 


4.0 

4.0 

4.0 

4.0 


Minimum Split (s) 

21.0 21.0 

' iMt 

gill 

21.0 

Illllijil 

i 

1 ?,0 

9.0 


9.0 

9.0 


Total Split (S) 

25.0 25.0 

b.o 

25.0 

25.0 

0.0 

35.0 

35.0 

0.0 

35.0 

35.0 

0.6 

Totai Split (%) . 

42% 42% 

Mi 

42% 

42% : 

0% 

' 58% 

58% 

0 %; 

58% 

58% 

0% 

Yellow Time (sj 

3.0 3.0 


3.6 

3.0 


3.0 

3.0 


3.0 

3.0 


All-Red Time (s) ' | : 

, 2,0 2.0 ■ 


2.0 2.0 


2 0 

; 2.0 

ill 

2.0 

2.0 


Lead/Lag 

Lag Lag 


Lag 

Lag 


Lead 

Lead 


Lead 

Lead 


Lead-Lag Optimize? 

Yes Yes 

* aj 

Yes Yes;- - 

'I J, 

Yes 

Yes 


Yes 

Yes 

Mill 

Recall Mode 

Max Max 


Max 

Max 


Max 

Max 


Max 

Max 


Act Effct Green (si 

22.0 22.0 


22.0 

22.0 


32 0 

32 0 


32.0 

32.0 

Hill! 

Actuated g/C Ratio 

0.37 0.37 


0.37 

0.37 


0.53 

0.53 


0.53 

0.53 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 


09/17/2001 


< A t A V | V 



Area Type: CBD t 

P.ypl® J- e n.9th: 60 . . .. 

Actuated Cycle Length: 60 

Offset: 8 (13%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green 
Natural Cycle: 55 

ContfoHype: Pretimed r r Vi . Ji ' ' .1:' ''. . 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.76 

Intersection Signal Delay: 10.0 intersection LOS: B 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.8% ICU Level of Service C 

Splits and Phases: 36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave _ 




c.: \ ; , : < >>•. s, ,„. 

, '■'.W V> war s' 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 09 / 17/2001 



> 

- 

> 



A t 

A 

V | 

V 


; EBL i 

EBT 


iVi:] HSVi =1HH 


NBL NBT 

NBR 

SBL SBT 


Lane Configurations 






i 




(dear Flow (y'phpi) 

Vi 900 

'1900 

UtioSl 

khii 

1900 

'1900 1900 

1900' 

1900 1900 

i 960 

Lane Width (ft) 

12 

12 

12 

12 12 

12 

12 12 

12 

12 12 

12 

GraaSM ~~ 



■ r 

0 % 


0 % 


P% 


Storage Length (ft) 

0 


0 

0 

0 

6 

0 

0 

0 

StorigeTiHes'- 1 '' 

0 


0 

H Big 

0 

0 

0 

r 6 

Total Lost Time (s) 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 3.0 

3.0 

3.6 3.6 

3.0 

3.6 3.6 

3.6 

Leading Detector (ft) 

: '50 

. .. gg.; 

,HH! 


- __ 50 

,• : . 

50 50 


Trailing Detector (ft) 

0 

0 




0 


0 6 


Smliipeed (mph) 

15 


'' 9 ." 


9 

15 

I; 

15 


Lane Util. Factor 

0.95 

0.95 

6.95 

1.00 1.00 

1.00 

1.00 1.00 

1.00 

0.95 6.95 

1.00 

PedBlRe’Eactor 



f;jil 


y t?"j 

v; : 

v\-.. 



Frt 


0.981 




0.983 




Fit Protected 


0.989 


| 1 


i'ffr ' ; V:' ■'4'::$^}'■ 


0.995 : 


Satd. Flow (pro!) 

0 

3105 

0 

0 0 

0 

0 1666 

0 

0 3146 

0 

Fit Pemiitted 


0.989 




• ‘ ■ • v . •• ' ' '" ■ 


0.995 


Satd. Flow (perm) 

0 

3105 

0 

0 0 

0 

0 1666 

0 

0 3146 

0 

Right Turn oh Red 



Yes; 

Yp<: 

. ... / w. 

'. . - 1 
.- -’.t . •? ..'V.,. > . 

Yes 


Yes 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 


27 




19 




Headway Factor 

1.14 

1.14 

1 14 

1.14 1.14 

1.14 

1-14 1-14 

1M1 

1.14 1.14 

4-.14 

Link Speed (mph) 


30 


30 


30 


30 


Link Distance (ft) 


1800 

...... ....... 

■ ■vOfOUto') 

1800 


1800 


1800. 


Travel Time (s) 


40.9 


40.9 


40.9 


40.9 


Vdiprriel(vph) ’ 

Confl. PedsT(#/hr) 

28 

144 

15 

° ° 

0 

0 152 

-x-->' 

21 

53 679 

0 

CdhfLf Bikes (#/h r) 



MB: 


. - ' ' 

Dl. "mit 



Peak Hour Factor 

0.54 

0.92 

0.50 

0.90 0.90 

6.90 

0.90 0.79 

0.75 

0.71 0.93 

6.90 

Growth Factor 

109% 

109% 

109% 

109% 109% 

109% 

109% 109% 

109% 

100 % 106 %: 

100% 

Heavy Vehicles (%) 

4% 

1% 

0% 

0% 6% 

0% 

0% 1% 

0% 

20% 1% 

0% 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 

i 0 

0 -: 

::;6: : : 

0 0 


0 0 

.:,.;;6i 

, 0 0 

0 

Parking (#/hr) 
Mid-BlockTraffic (%) 

'T'V 

0% 

W;' 

, . 0% 

nmm® 

- ' 0% 


?; 0 % 


Adj. Fiow (vph) 

57 

171 

33 

0 0 

0 

0 216 

31 

75 730 

0 

LaneGroup Flow(vph) 

0 

llllli 

iiBfb< 

0 0 


0 241 

' 0 

0 805 

... /; -.o 

Turn Type 

Perm 







Perm 


Protected Phases 


2 


Svl? ’ ’.2; is llSfeiSi! 




1 


Permitted Phases 

2 

2 






1 1 


Detector Phases / " j 

I ...2 

2 



Mi 

■:;:1 


1 1 


Minimum Initial (s) 

4.0 

4.6 




4.0 


4.0 4.0 


K/linimUW Split (s) 

21.0 

21.0 

■■ 

|| | 


' 21.0 


21.0 21.0" 


Total Split (sj 

25.0 

25.0 

0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 

0.0 40.0 

0.0 

40.0 40.0 

0.0 

Total Split (%) 

1S8%| 

38% 

0% 

0% 0% 0% 

0% 62% 

0% 

62% - 62% 

■ 0% 

Yellow Time (s) 

3.0 

3.0 




3.0 


3.0 3.0 


All-Red Time (s) 

: 2.0 

2.0 

l"’ ::>f " •. V : V ■ : 

2:6, ; 


2.0 2.0 


Lead/Lag 

Lag 

Lag 




Lead 


Lead Lead 


Lead-Lag Optimize? 

Yes 

Yes 


. . :v • 


Yes 


Yes Yes 


Recall Mode 

Max 

Max 




Max 


Max Max 


Act Effct Green (s) 

iiig 

.. 22.0 

H 



' 37.0 


' 37.0 


Actuated g/C Ratio 


0.34 




0.57 


6.57 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 


09/17/2001 


< A t A V i V 



Area Type: 


igth:.65 


®^ ~.-. ;.... 

Actuated Cycle Length: 65 




Natural Cycle: 45 
Control Type: Pretimed : 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.45 

intersection Signal Delay 9 1 : Ii:::'::.:, .. Intersection LOS: A ., . \ 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 57.4% ICU Level of Service A 


m - 


■>vV> : 


Splits and Phases: 31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 






Convention Center Intersection Study 09/17/2001 Build ETC (2007) - PM PEAK Synchro 5 Report 

TMK Page 4 

GBNRTCBUFF-ST51 


D-236 
























Timings 

21: Court Street & Franklin Street 


10/18/2001 


> 




^ \ t A V i V 


Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 
Lane Width (ft)'“ 
Grade (%) 

Storage Length (fit)" “ 
Storage Lanes 
Total Lost Time~(s) “ 
Leading Detector (ft) 

Trailing Detector (ftf 
Turning Speed (mph) ' 
SatcL Flow (prot) 

Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 


; 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 


12' 12-12 

~ " ' r % 0 % -^; r - 
"*•' - ““"“'O' 

O 0 

. 6.0. '3.0. 3.0 — 

50 50 .. 

.0.' 0 " 

.7 15 . 9 : 

0 3044 0 

0.784 

■rngg:' W ggaaeag 


12 f2 

0 % 

' 0.... 

0 

3.0 ".3.0. 

... 5 9 

0 


12 


12 


12 


&? v (, , ,s V s. 

■ ■ ,:>^xas.*isiSsxiC-. \ &&&>/ 

0 0 


12 


slfesS 1 


j£££g|g8ttga8& 


0 2989 
0 2989 


3V.3.0 

50 50 

ijr^rr 

9 .is . 

0 0 " 3063 

0.994 

.0 .0.3063 


0 

0 0 
3.0 3.0 ' 


12 

..T0% " 

tr ' ."'o 

> ~]| 1 0 

3.6 3.0 


9 

. 0 


15 
.0 

ms 

0 


0 

0 


9 

0 




Satd. Flow (RTOR) 

180 

51^ 


Link Speed (mph) 

30 30 

30 

30 

Link Distance (ft) 
TravelTime (s) 

1800 1800 

"40.9 ' 40.9 

1800 

40.9 

1800 

40:9.r~" 


25 ' 133 




6* 


382 205 


60 339 87 




mu W ^M 


■■■•■•■. 






Volume (vph) 
Confl. Peds. • 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 
Peak Hour Factor 
Growth Factor 


1 00% 109% 1 09% Y09%~ i09%' 100% 160% 1 00% "109% 109*%”"109% 109% 

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 7% 0% 0% 5% 0% r “5% T% 5% 0% 0% 0% 

« I'' 'll'i ' yi fju ' \ W" • ~ •• vsv _. ...w.«a ■' -v.w».^w.» ... . s w/ n ...v».*v~, A : .-...vwx x: :»;«w x : v . xxj.U\. . 


0.50 0.69 0.90 0.90 “ 0.82 0.83 071 0.71 0.68 0.50 0.50 0.50 


0 


TO' 
0 0 ;701 

wwwfai X. JWwX<<v.‘.w.. . I 

Perm 


B us B lockages ^Hr)- W ~0-0 

Parking (#/hr) - .. ' 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 0% 

Lane Group Flow (vph) ' 0 260 0 0 755. 

Turn Type ...Perm. 

Protected Phases ; ; T2 ” ' " r: ' 

Permitted Phases 2 

Detector Phases^; ' Wh 2-' 

Minimurh Initiai(s) 4.0 4.0 . 

Minimum'Split (s) 21.0 21.0 7 8 

Total Split (s) 40.0 40.0 0:6 

Total Split (%). “57% '57% 0% 0% 57% 0% 43% 43% 


0 % 


2 

2 




1 


1 

HUHUi 


7 1. 1 

.. • • -'A,. .•• , . . . . ., . .. 

4.0 4.0 4.0 

21.0 —. 21.0 21.0 

0.0 40V 0.0 30.0 30.0 


,.:sa .. 

0 % 

0 0 


■ 


0 


Yellow Time (s)" ' 3?0“ 

All-Red Time (s) 2.0 

LeatTCag^ ^ tag“ 


0.0 0.0 

0% 0% 


0.0 

0% 


3.0 
2 0 

Lag. 


3.0 


Lead-Lag Optimize? ’ Yes Yes 

Recall Mode ... .Max.Max. 

Act Effct Green (s) 

Actuated g/C Ratio 
v/c Ratio 

Uniforrh Delay, dl 


“"“2:0' 

v/Xi&XmWvi 

Lag 


v>; 37 0 
0.53 
0.20 
8.7 


3.0 3.0 

2.0 2.0 

. Lead Lead 

Yes Yes Yes 

i..-. va / Av.-^OoSJtCss.A.v. :-;v.y.. 

Max Max Max 

27 0 

0.58 
15.6 ." 


: 1 

0.53 

w®MT451~ : 


0.0 






Delay 

’ 8.9 

■ 7 7^:r->r:/ . .; 

U .. .. 

16.0 


LOs ” “ 

A 

A 

B 


Approach Delay 

8.9 


16.0 
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Timings 

21: Court Street & Franklin Street 


10/18/2001 



Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 70 ■.■ : .. : ' * .~. ‘ -.f : .. 

Actuated Cycle Length: 70 

Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green " 

Natural Cycle: 45 

Control Type: Pretimed .. v" 

Maximum v/cRaiio: 0.58 

Intersection Signal Delay: 11.2 intersection LOS: B ~ " 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 53.4% ICU Level'of Service A ' ~ ^ 

Splits and Phases: 21: Court Street & Franklin Street 
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Timings 

26: Court Street & Pearl Street 


10/18/2001 


IHI 


H 

< ^ f A v 

i Y 

^AAAAAAAASvSAAwJAAAAAAiA^^A^AVNAAAVAAAAAVAAAAjAXjAxiAA^AAjV 

Lane Configurations 

'Z'mw nr\f\ nnnmmrinnw$mmra\m 

4t 

mxnrtnm 

nnft^mnn : nnn v a nr\r\ 



Lane Width (ft) ' ‘" 
Grade (%) 

Storage Length (ft) 
Storage Lanes 
TotalXost Time (s) 
Leading Detector (ft) 

Trailing beteBor(ft) 
Turning SpeedJ(mph) 

Satd. Flow (prot) . 

Fit Permitted 
SatdfFlow (perm) 


12 ' “TT"* 


0 

:o 

.“370 


0 % 


mmm i 

3.0 


0 
0 ! 

ty 


w 
.. U7 ° 


12 

0 


IT 

o 


IT 

0 


If 12 ' 

0% 


12 


50 

"" 0 

15 ■ 
0 2912 


0 0 O . 0 .: 

50' 50 ~. 

; . 0 . 0 . 


iv.AsvXv^ i* aXwAA>AAA 


0 

0 

3.0 

50 

0 


9 15 - 9 15 9 15 

0 0 3120 0 

0.864 
0 0 2712 


• ... ■ : 


w$m. 


0 

0 


ir i 2 

; o% ; 

.. 

0 

•“'77 ""0 

3.0 3.0 

50 
0 

. : 1T59 

0 


0 4189 

1 1110: 994" 

0 4189 


' ' 216 

.30, 

1800 

'40.9' 

“4T'“"'"293 " 


Q 2 9'12 ..'27'1X”~~ 0 

Right Turn on Red .Yes . Yes Yes ' Yes 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) “ “ 93 

Unk Speed (mph) ; ' .. ' 7 “ 30 "J^r" " ;/ ; 7/ 30 7““' . “ ' 7 ■■;.; 30 

Link Distance (ft) .1800 ." . 1800" .. 1800 

Travel Time (s) " 40.9 ' ' ‘ - ~ ~ 40.9." " " 40.9 

VolumelvpRr ^0.Tl9 

GorifL Peds. (#/hr) ' ' ~ ' ~'. 7*7 77"' “ ....-~ . . - ■ - • 

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) ‘ ^ : ^.~ ~ x ' . - - " 

Peak Hour Factor 0.90 0.67 0.87 0.73 0.75 0.90 0.90 0.90 0.90 "08 51110 173 0.50 

Growth Factor 109% 100% 'TtM 100%'“ l66% 109%“ “109% 109% 109% 109% 100% 109% 

Heavy Vehicles (%) 0% 5% 13% 0% ‘ 4% ' 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Bus Blockages (ivhr) 000000000 

Parking (#/hr).7i;:77 7ff ^7'."7;7 ;t '’~' . ' ifllll'"//,:"::'';/®'!! ': 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 0% 0% 0% 

Lane Group Flow (vph)0 420 0 0 599 0 O 0 0 


HRHi " 2 % 


0 

. 0 % 


0 


Turn Type 
Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 
Detector Phases “ 
Minimum Initial (s) 

Minimum Split (s) 

Total Split (s) . 

Total Split (%) 

Yellow Time (s) ^ 
All-Red Time (s) 

Lead/Lag . 

Lead-Lag Optimize? 
Recall Mode 
Act EffctGreen(s) 
Actuatecfg/C Ratio 
v/c Ratio ITT 
Uniform belay7d1 
Delay r 

LOS 

Approatlpi Delay ' 7 
Approach LOS 


D.P+P 


■Hi 


. ._ _ 7 ; '_ i 


2 23 


••/••"••O';77743 ||§g 0 

Perm 

wmrx ~~ i 


3 

4.0 


X ' T 2.f|f2”3““ 

4.0 


21 0 7g Q - --" ..••' 

0.0 34.0 0.0 8.0 4270 0.0 0:d.0.0 

o% 11% 60% o% 0% 0%; 

2.0 


0.0 


1 1 

4.0 '. 4.0 

9.0 9.0 

28.0 28.0 ’ 


0% 49% 

3.0 

.'72.0 

.-A? V. 7-;:.:. 


0 ;o 

o% 




Min 

14.2 

0.33 

041 

8.2 

8.7 

. „ 

8.7 


1.0 I 
Lag 

■ :........ :. 


X- ..WMAA .-: 

>Jone 






•’• 


19.4 . 

••« 4**«;*j: 

0.45 

"• ■ -■■•■•q 

..... ,..v. - '. a.- .......... ....... ...-^. ..... . 

5.9 
7.0 
A 
7.0 


M 


0% 40% 40% ; 

- , ‘ , 7.7 risv./ x 

3.0 “370. 

■mi 2 0 2 0 ' 

Lead Lead 

' “/Yes Yes "7T : 

. A.V. . . A.*A.»- --- .V.- V. ..- v • • A' .VAAAAAAAWf.*^ a . . . .-. A.V.V A . A 

Min Min 

13.9 

.6:33 

WW’' 0.49 '7. '-•■ 

...... 85 . .. 

A 

7."8.5 “ IF 
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Timings 

26: Court Street & Pearl Street 


10/18/2001 



Area Type: CBD 


Cycle Length: 70 
/^ctuatecl Cycle'lIe^^f^T ~ 

Natural Cycle: 40 

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated 



Maximum v/c Ratio : 0.49 
intersecti6h''Signal Delay: 8.0 


Intersection LOS: A 





Intersection Capacity Utifization 58.9% ICU Level of Service A 

. .V . '• ,,».N , ~ ^ V...; »/ W\WCV. , W ' V. .* V V» . ~ V .v 


v. 


Splits and Phases: 26: Court Street & Pear) Street 
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URS Corporation 


Traffic Impact Study 



Section 5-10 
ETC + 5 / Build / PM Peak 



Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


10/18/2001 



> 

— 

> 


< 

A 

t 

A 

V 

4 

V 


H±s 

ttil 




Bml 


SfelBlSl 


SB f 

St3K 

Lane Configurations 




4 






4I» 


Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

1900 

1900 

1900 

*900 1900 

1900 1900 

1900 

1900 

1900” 

1900 

•1900 

Lane Width (ft) 

12 

~.12 

12 

. 12. '12' 

”2 

12 


' 12 

12 " 

12 

.12 

Grade (%) 

Storage Length (ft) 

0 

0% 

0 

1|1| v | : V- VI /o = 

o " 3:fc ~ 

V. . X4v-V. -^V ■ ■ .. 

0 

0 

0% 

:PPPP|;P 

o 


0% 

* 0 

Storage Lanes 

Total Lost Time (s) 

0 

3.0 

0 

. 3 0 

0 

3.0 3.0 

0 

c:o 

0 

3.0 

,> • - ' p ■p m 

3.0 

.0 

3.0 

"0 1 

■ 3.0 

‘ 3.0 ‘ 

■ 4"P0 

■'■3:0 

Leading Detector (ft) 


50 

50 50 

IlillllilJ 

*: 

V v ^'' 

HI 

50 

50 

TTi 

;; --XvwiPvivix 

Trailing Detector (ft) 


o 


0 0 





o 

"0 ' 

Turning Speed (mph) 
Satd. Flow (prat) 

15 

0 

1541 

9 

0 

83&SB3 

15 

o Ides 

9 

0 

15 

0 

9 

VvXisV.C^V<V '• -;v.<" 

0 0 

15 

0 

3024 

9 

.0 

Fit Permitted 


_ v-X 

. v '3‘ 

P:.0.615.: 





0.994 


Satd. Flow (perm) 

0 

1541" 

(f 

*.- o" 10 4t - 


0 

0 0 

'o' 

3024 

’0 

Right Turn on Red 


1 

Yes 

Yes 


■ Yes 


;-PYes 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 


114 








275 


LinkSpeed (mph) 


30 


.. ' 30 

ifUIPP 


30 


30 


Link Distance (ft) 


1800 


■ '. 1800' 


1800 " 



1800 


TravelTime (s) 


40.9 


;.. .40.9PT1 I'Pl;; 

40.9 


40.9 

■ '■ 

Volume (vph) 

0 

165 

v.wjV- ' ,v>.w.v.-.-.v .-.v..-.w/_ .W. 

170 113 258 

o 

0 

0' 

0 

57 

366 

‘"'ifs 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 




111 isi 






wmm. 

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 












Peak Hour Factor 

0.25 

0.84 

0.72 

0.76 0.88 0.25 

0.25 

0.25 

0.25 

0.60 

1.00 

"0.57 

Growth Factor 

118% 

100% 

idd% 

100% 118%"' 

Ti8% 

iii%. 

118% 

118% 

l ! ddt : 

iooC 

fflt 

HeavyVehides (%) 
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 

- 0 % 

0 

■: 6 % 

0 

0% 

d 

'“1% ' f% I 

0 ” 0 

0%" 0% 

^ Q-. 

0 % 

0 

0 % 

•'"*T 

0 % 

i% 

sip 

0 

Parking'(#/hr) 
Mid-Iiock Traffic (%) 


0% 

: 

>' ( • ; 'j . 

- '0% 


wMBMM 

0% 


KKiiAli 

0% 

* 

LaneGipupFlow (vph) 

:a: -m 

432 

0 

0 495 1 

mm 

o 

0 

o 

: 757 . 9 

Turn Type 




Perm 





Perm 



Protected Phases 
Permitted Phases 


2 


2 

2 

...... 

mmM 



1 

1 

rv-’.v 

J* 

Detector Phases 
Minimum Initial (s) 


mmzm 
"CO. a 

2 2 
4.0 CO 


wmisM 

i®ii 


' '1 

. 1 ' ■ 

.CO " 

—•- 

MinimumSpiit (s) 
total Ipirt(s) 

0.0 

21.0 

35.0 

' 0.0 

21.0 21.0 

35.0 35.0 0.0 

* 0.0 

0 0 ' 

o:6 

21.0 

35.0 

21.0 

35.0 

do 

Total Split (%) ' 

0 % 

50% 

0 % 

50% 50%. 

0% 

m/sm 

0 % 

0% 

50% 

50% 

0% 

Yellow Time (s) 

v...:.:v.:.:.vi. 

' 3.0 


3.0 3.0 





“If 


All-Red Time (s) 
Lead/Lag" "" 


2.0 

Lag 

mmMS 

2.0 2.0 
Lag Lag 


° -. 'T‘'‘ 

Lead 

2.0 

Lead 


Lead-Lag Optimize? 
Recall K?ldde ” ' 

tiiiiliS 

Yes 

Max 


Yes Yes 
Max Max 



' --—." < 

Yes 

Max 

Yes > 

Max 

Act Effct Green (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 

"■>' ^ 

32.0 

0.46 

ifilllS 

" 32 0 

0.46 

3SE®' 

-. 

‘V -.. / ;w.v/^ww«w^:wflwww^ 

32.0 ' 
0.46 


v/c Ratio 


10 S 56 S 1 


1.04 





0.49 


Uniform Delay, dl 

s8£zsi8l8smmwm£i 

9.8 

ftjW&AwiS SSStSSt 

19.0 



’. ; ..y‘v^f<*:' x 


'"^7:9i~" 


Delay 

LOS 

™SlSil 


*(«"<■ • ■' >:■?+•»*<■ 

65.9 






""'ft" 

Approach Delay . ’ 

104 


65.9.: 



/. :p 


Approach LOS 


B 


E 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


10/18/2001 


Area Type: " CBD 

Cycle Length: 70 
Actuated Cycle Length: 70 
Offset: 0 (0°/ 

Natural Cycle: 55 






jr : at: CPC- . • 




issiiii ~ 






Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.04 

In^mecttomSiQhalfCelav: _ 

intersection Capacity Utilization 91 .8%' 








•: : V 




ICULevel of Service E 






Splits and Phases: 11: E. Chippewa Street & Washington Street 


^ ' bI 

pt^ 02 

35 S', :-v ' 1 Til 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

6: E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 10 / 18/2001 



> 

- 

> 

< 

*- 



t 


V 

i 

V 





WtJT 




NdHSUL 


Lane Configurations 


4» 



<$► 


1900 

4* 

1900 

1900 

4 * 

1900 

IdealFiow (vphpl) "’* 

1900 

1900 

r 1900 

'1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

' 1900 

Lane Width (ft) 

12 

12 

' ” :$ 12 ' 

12 

12 


“ 12 


12 

' ’12 

.12 

12 

Grade (%) 


0% 

' ■* V \ 

v\ *. 

SJ': ' - ' y 

llOSgl 

f|ff 

^SiiP 

0% 



0% '■ 

ipfllf 

Storage Length (ft) 

0 


’ 0 

0 


0 

0 


0 

0 


0 

Storage Lanes 

0 

r’’STs t' 

0 

0 

wwm 

0 

0 


0 

01 


'T~0 

Total Lost Time (sf ' 


' 3.0 

3.0 

"3.0 

3.0 

■ 3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0” 

’”""3;:# a 

3.6 

Leading Detector (ft) 
Trailing betectdr (ft) 

50 50 

0 0 

®ii50’; 

:; ” H . 0 ' 

50 

“^’O ' 


50 

0 

50 

"""" Ci 


50 " "50 


TumingSpeed (mph) 
Gatd.Flow (p^ 

ms: 

0 

”1364’ 

9 15 

1552 

Sill! 

0 

15 

' 


9 

.O’ 

15 

^8“" 

1649 

* 9 

' b 

Fit Permitted 

SalcL Flow (perm) 

0 

"0.910 

"1533 

0 

“““ 0 

0.988 

"153#" 

0 


0.997 

1578 

:X “"“0 

’ 101812 : 

'”'”"”0 T361 

0 

Rigfiifliifrdn Red 



Yes 


p[ r; ^0?5® 

Yes 



Yes 


r:\aSt¥> ■' 

Yes 

SatdT Flow (RTOR) ~ r 



64 

- . 

"""““’20^ 

' w;: 




Link Speed (mph) 



XZ : ‘[ •; 

30 

[$&r% 


30 

:V?;y- rjVVKgr- 


30 ; 


Link Distance (ft) 


Isoo-"" 


"1800 



lib# 



1800 


Travef Time (s') ~ 


40.9 


?i‘ : k ;.'k 

40.9 



40.9 



40.9 '! 


Volume (vpft) 

35 

198 

9 

1 

.*“42'” 

37 ’ 

13 

"“'36f ’”’“’ : 45 ’ 


. 65’ 

' ' ! "o 

Confl Peds. (#/hr) 

6oM«eslWr^ 







iiilisi 

^ . PS : ; „% 



Peak Hour Factor 

mmm 

0.86 

101501 

0.25 

10J791I 

0.58 

0.46 

0.86 

0.63 

0.58 

1016811 

10125 

Growth Factor 

wmr 

ioo% 

Viw* 

113%“ 

IdblT 

i oo% 5 

llf ; 

1oo% 

Tf8%’ : 

m^r 

ibbt’im 

Heavy Vehicles (%) ' 

0% 

1% 

0 % 

0% 


110 %? 

46% 

3% 

4% 

0% 

3% 

0% 

SuifSlocI^. 

' o' 

.. O'” 

" W " w "b'"' 

0 

0 


0 

lA V 

0 

0 

0 

b 

Parking (#/hr) 

Ip llpp- '1 

:y- 

i;' : r 

‘ : 

'P^ll'I'll >1 ■' 








Mid-Block Traffic (%) " 


. 0% . 



"0% 



0% 



0% 


Lane Grdpp Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 

0 

325 

0 

0 

122 

0 

0 

544 

0 0 

143 

0 

Perm"’ 



Perm 



Perrh 



Perm 

Ki<*ALwt<S..X'K..vXX.W 

ft™:#;!;!*; 

Protected Phases 


2 


— 

2 


1 : 


!I /Iv 

1 


Permitted' Phases”"’. 

2 


'■'■"■•■"S'* 

2 



r~ 

“"I”” 



ivKv&ifc; 


Detector Phases 
l^ihimumihitial (s) C ^ 

2 

2 


2 

2 

lillli 

1 

1 



1 


..co 



"4:b” 

" 4.0" 

• ji* 

.4.# 

. ^ fewri(wAvj«: 

4.0 

4.0 

Tl 68 


MinimumSpfit (s) 

9.0 

9.0 


9.0 

9.0 


210 

21.0 

121.0 

21.0 


Total Split (s). 

30.# 

30.0 

0.0 

30.0 

30.0“ 

0.0 

31.0 

"si :o 

” 0:0 

31.0 

31.0’”" 

*lo 

Total Split (%) 

49% 

49% 

0% 

49% 

49% 

0% 

51% 

151% " 

.0% 

51% 

51% 

“ 0% 

VeildwTimets) 

3.0 

3:#" 


' 3.0 

33 J 


■"""iir 

3.0. 


..310 

3#”“ 


All-Red Time (s) 

2.0 

P1PP1 

pspppT-p 

2.0 

2.0 


2.0 

2.0 


., 2.0"1'12T) i 


Lead/Lag 

" tag ” 

lag 


'"lag”” 

Lag” 


"Le^ 5 ’ 

lead 


"■Lead 

Cead ” 


Lead-Lag Optimize? 

Yes 

Yes 


Yes 

Yes 

Pllilf 

Yes 1 

Yes 


" Yes 

Yes 

-pr v v'-. 

RecaUMode. 

Mar 

" Max' 


Max 

Max. 


Max 

Max 


Max 

“Max"""’ 


ctEffct Green {$} 1 

Actuated g‘/C Ratio” 


“27.0" 

0.44 

27.0 

0.44 

” ; SIM 

rnksm 

28.0 

0.46 

IMS&l 


28.0*1 * 

”’0:45” " " 

v/c Ratio 


0.48 


0 17 



0.74 

■ : i 

0123 

7'^ 

DnifdrThDeiay.dl 

■KttUfc VfXfJ&iA'A 

"ll:7" 






32:9"" 



. 


0 6 l3y s ‘ 

f: 

12.3 



5 8 

1I151S1 


15.4 



10.4 


LOS 


B 



A 

■" V ‘ 

““““ 

B'”’’ 

••■.w ■■ 


B 


Approach Delay 

■Jp _V.r V TTy 

12.3 



5.8 



15 4 

. 



10.4 


ApprdachLOS 


B 



A 






' & 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

6 : E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 


10/18/2001 


Area Type: 


CBD 


Cycle Length: 61 ~ 

Actuatecl Cycle Length: 61 






msrns'. 






|sj aturarCycl e: 4-0 
Control Type: Pretimed 
WaximunTv/c"M^^f(L7^ 

Intersection Signal Delay: 12.8 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 72.1% 






mm® 




^ntefsectibn'TOS:!'’ 

iSoLevelofsIrvice'C 5 


»i 

W/i&A-X 


ssSsiu: 


Splits and Phases: 6: E. Huron Street & Ellicott Street 



-f+- s>2 

3fs i V 

______ ___ _____ | 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 


09/17/2001 


> 


> f 


< ^ t A W 

BT NBR SSL 


V 


Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpi) 
Lane Width (ft) 

Grade (%) 

Storage'Length (ft) 
Storage Lanes '' 

Total Lost Time (I) . 

LeadingDetector(ft) 

Trailing Det ecto7tft) 
Turning Speed (mph) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Ped Bike Factor 
Frt 

Fit Protected 
Satd. Flow (prat) 

Fit Permitted 
Satd; Flow (perm) 
Right Turn on Red 
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 
Headway Factor 
Link Speed (mph) 

Link Distance (ft) 
Travel Time (s) 
Volume {vph) 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 
Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 
Peak Hour Factor 


1900 1® 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 : 1900 

. .. : . . .. • /' . • . -s . V • 


12 

™.0 ' 

0 

3.0 


12 12 

■ 


'715 
1 . 00 ' 


12 12 

0 % liyfr 

0 0 

m so o ■ ~ 

3.0 3.0 73.0 3.0 

50 50 

1f t) 

0795 


-fr I? 


0 



0.95 


9 

0.95 0.95 


3. 


9 

1 . 00 ' 


.0 

.0 


15 

Too 


12 

mmm 

3.0 


1.00 


12 

0 

"0 

3.0 


9 

1.00 


12 

~7) 

so 


12 

0 %| 


12 

0 

tffi 


0:972.. 

H! o o ^ 




3058 ‘.0 

is^pfes 


0 


0 

wasm 




3157 0 

SpramiiwiWfte'' W 

J vv 




' “ 0 


... Yes 


1.14 1.14 1.14 

"30'*' 

1800 

40.9 

0 499 103 


1.14 1.14 1114 " 1.14 1.14 1.14 

■n / -X'- .... V* s ^ V .s . ‘ . .->.v-.V . . . ..W. .... . . . - . _ _ 


30 
800 
4079" 
S46T 108; 


30 

■. “1800 

40.9. 

o o -o': 


so; 


"'3.0 

"3:0 f :6 

'50' 

50: 

50 


*"■* t) 

** d 

15 


77779 

Wr 

0 91 

1.00 


' ^ 0.850 


0.999 

is 

0 

4573 

‘1439 


10.999 


<T 

4573 

"1439 



‘ Yes 

»wwxws.<* 

229 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 


'*W~ 



1800 



409 


29 2327 

1 


j§p|7 


0.25 


' 

0.83 


77}'-- ■ 

0:74 


0.82 " 0.87 0.25 


: ■' ’ : 

025 0.25 


_ ._ 0 n -to 

0.25 0.92 0.86 0.78 


GrowthFactpr 
HeavyVehicTes(%) 


1 * 18 % 118 % 118 % 118 % 118 % 118 % 118 % ~ 118 % 118 % 100 % 100 % 100 % 

✓ - ,. U-./.t ■■■■.. .v........ V ' ' 'a .. • v^. - .. ..... v . . ^ • 


0% 1% 13% 


• . 7— .,V „ .^ ..... , 

Parking (#/hr) 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) ' 0% 

Adj. Flow (vphf "" O TOO W 

Lane Group’Flow (vph) ' 0 873 0 

Turn Type 

Protected Phases 2 

Permitted Phases 
Detector Phases 
Minimum Initial (s) 

Minimum Split (s) 

Total Split (s) 

Totar Split (%) — SI 7 0% 31 % 

Yellow Time (s) * 370 

All-Red Timers) jfi 72.0 

Lead/Lag . Lag 

Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes 

Recall Mode.. ' . Max 

Act Effct Green (s) 20.0 

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.27 


2 % 


0% ..O’C 0% 


0 % 


" 0 % 2 % 


1 % 


4.0 

" "• " 21,0 . 

0.0 23.0 


0.0 

10% 




0 

wt.’ 

- 0 

. 0 

"TO 0 

rS"..w.S/ v...: v Xi. 

0 

0 

0 0 

66 

0 % 

146" 

0 

"0 

°°o 

. V<’ ; 

"o" 

32 

“ 70% 
2706 

®1S1 


^ 1 ^ 

0 

0 

S' 70..:;. 

0 

0 

2738 

7 7229 

Perm 






Split 


F'rot 




:wwM$r 



■Ml 

iPKP 

"‘ 1-1 





* 





2 

- . Z. ;w;-: r ii. 7 v : .' -' :N 




1 1 

T C"SI 

4.0 

4.0 





4.0 

”4.0 

-to 

21.0 21.0 





21.0 

21.0 

T21.0 

mu. 

23.0 

xv.v 

23.0 

"BjB* 

0.0 

oo 


52.0 

5270 

52.0 

'31% 

31% 

10 % s 

0 % 

'jo%s: 

0 %. 

-69% 

69% 

169% 

3.0 

3.0 





3.0 

3.0 

^fro 





_ 2 Q 

2.0 


Tig 

W, J ' . /.V.. 

Lag 




Lead* 

"Lead 

"Lead 

Yes Yes 




s- 

ISYesl 

SlYes 

Yes 

Max 

Max 




»««Kva<v.v:. 

Max Max 

'X^vvv'.v-^.-.v^vv^v^ 

Max 


20.0 ’ 

7"' v w ' > 

Wall 



1 "49.0 

“‘49.0 


0.27 






U.bb 

0.65 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 


09/17/2001 


< *N t A V i V 



Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 75 ' .. r ™ r 7 TV .777 

Actuated Cycle Length: 75 

Offset: 20 (27%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB. Start of Green 

Natural Cycle: 70 .“. “. 

Control Type: Pretimed : : ? ^ 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.07 

Intersection Signal Delay: 25.9 Intersection LOS: C 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 103.0% ICU Level of Service F 


> 


Splits and Phases: 2: Genesee Street & Oak Street 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 


10/18/2001 



VA t A V | V 


3.0 

50 


‘ 3123 
0.679 
Il91 


Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) ' 1900 1900 : 

Lane Width (ft).12 "" i'2 

Grade (%) 0% 

Storage Length (ft) 0 

Storage Lanes 0 

Total Lost Time (s') * 30 *3.0 

Leading Detector (ft) < ' ' 50 ' '”W' 
Trailing"Oetector (ft) "" *" “6” ' 0 

Turning Speed (mph) 15 

Satd. Flow (prat) 0 3123 

Fit Permitted 0.679 

Said. Flow tperm^^. 

Right Turn oh Red ~*rj 

Satd. Flow"(RTORr ~ “* 

Link Speed (mph) 30 

Link Distance (ft) 1806 

TravefTimeXs) 40.9 

Volume (vph) "* 361 179 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 

Corifl. Bikes (#yhr) *'" .. 

Peak Hour Factor 0.78 0.73 a 

Heavy Vehicles” (%) ’'■?£ro% “ K2%' 

Bus Blockages (#/hf) ~“6 : 6 

Parking (#/hr) ~ 

Mid-Block^Traffic (°Xf ' ~ 0% ' 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 0 jB35 | 

f um Type*'**”“' Perm . 

Protected Phases m .2 

Permitted Phases 2 

Detector Phases 2 2 

Minimum lnitiai (sl .4.0 4.0 

Minimum Split (s) 21.0 21.0 


1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 


4ttt* 

”1900 1900 ”1900 1900 1900 


0 

0 


0% ' 

x-;..iiv.-.v: .... mii*; 


fsr 

0 % 


12. 12 

0 "'' 


0 ' 

..._. :-....._: 


9 

0 


0 

Yes 


Y - M 

0 0 


.. „ , ves : 


15 9 

OSTT 

0.998 

0 5695 0 

Yes 

11 


1800 

^ ^ . w *.) 

147 1: 


30 

“ 1800 
40.9 
361 179 


0.78 0.73 0.25 0 25 0.74 

118% tl8^ !!8Ci l8% 1 W% 

0 % ” '■ 2% “0% ~’~~0% 7% 


30 

11800 " 
40.9 
0 1 


0.65 0.78 0.84 0.67 0.25 0.25 


118% 1111; 118 b /o 


0% 2% 0% 
0 


'% 0% 21% 2% 


118%'"1l3%" 
0% 0% 


0.25 
118% 
0% 
.0 


' 0 % 

0 : 0 223 


2349 


Total Split (sT 
Total Split (%) 

YellowTime(s)~ . 

All-Red Time (s) 
Lead/Lag 

Lead-Lag Optimize? 

PecaliK/lode 

Act Effct G reen (s) 

Actuated g/C Ratio 

v/c Ratio > “ J 

0niforrrft)elay,d1 

Delay 

LOS 

Approach Delay 
Approach' LOS ”” 


27.0 27.0 

36% 36% 

so* 3 ;o 

2.0 2.0 


27.0 0.0 0.0 

36 %:;” o% 0%; 

3.0 




^viw . ... _... < ...... 

4.0 

21.0 

27.0 0.0 


1 

4.0 

21.0 

48.0 


36% 0% 64% 64% 
3.0 3.0 * 3.6 


fT 
% ; ; :/o%,. • 


'tag 

:w^:§ 

Max 


.Lag. 

Yes 
Max 
24.0 ‘ 
0.32 
1.67dl 
28.5 
108.0 

108.0 


230 2 0 

.Lag Lead 

Yes Yes 


iptlip 


0.32 

0.23 

i8:r 

18.4 

’8.4 


2.0 

Lead 

Yes 

Max 

45.0 

0.60 

0.69 

ib:T 

10.3 
B' 


10.3 

M* ■-v'-y-. m&; 

B 


SiSIEY 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 


10/18/2001 



Area Type: 


Cycle Length: 75 ' " 

| AA. ' -w. a ■ .W-. - • 'Vi^.VAVt^W.A- '.'V* . . . . 1 . v.' .-.V>. y.-V-AvfAw^V.VA.VA.-. A V.s v .AWM* '..aAn.W/ A* A' -W V.sV.WrVV>A.VAA,-^iVA.V /.V, ‘-'XaVa.-a . V.**vl XS&A A. ' '. -'.V.W. A. . ,,\,A"'. , A%v'lsv.SSV.^W. , A , A 

Actuated Cycle Length: 75 

Offset: 33.(44%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green ’ “ ~ ' ~ ‘ '* 

*.'■ j>X\y >y .«: • ,W, A ■ > A ‘ •- . . 'i-W'S- »*avV, *.:.»X'Xa£a.'^ AAXav***. aA.-N^AA*XXXaAaXvaA)&"JAv.A..'. aXa vX*A*>A.>Xa A^^.-.XvX'^AA^Xa'X^VXVXVa'. . V X . . >-.A -vXvvMv.VAivXnSvWWW&i'^A'M'-V.wXVk£,V&&6^V?3ww&$Xy0W$ 

Natural Cycle: 60 

Control Type: Pretimed : : ' T . JW-W™- -' ... :-^ 1;r7rn m — : 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.19 

Intersection Signal Delay: 34.8 ' ' irrfereection LOS: C |jg|> X r 

Ihtereectidn Capacity Utilization 88.6% “ ’“1cUl!e^r^f§^lceB i '^~^ -> “ 

dl Defacto Left Lane. Recode with 1 though lane as a fdfllane. :£ 7^“ ‘ ; ’ ~ ' 




Splits and Phases: 16: Genesee Street & Elm Street 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
46: Scott Street & Washington Street 


10/18/2001 



> 

— 

> 

< 

- 

^ A t 

AVIV 

IPgQTrigji yj§§ 

flissioit 

E5R 

WBL 



NBR SBL SB 1 BbKj 

Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow fvohbh 

. 71 1900 J 

4fc 

119001 

1900 

1900 

iSoS 

4t» 

1900111900111900 ' 

4t» 

1900 1900 419001 1900 


Larie Width (ft) 
Grade (%) 

Storage Length "(ft) 


12 


Totaf'Lost Time (s) 


. 0% 

.0.... 

~ TO 


T2“ 

3.6 


12 


0 


10% 


Leading-DetectorTft) 50 50 

Trailfng Detector (ft) 0 1) 

Turning Speed (mph) 15 

Sa9: Flow (prot) 0. 2759 

Fit Permitted 0.754 

Satd. Flow (perm) " 'ET^Sfil"'”" 

Right Turn on Red 
SatdfFlow (RTOR) 
Link:Spfed'(mph}g?~ ?f„ 

Link Distance (ft) 

Travel Time (s) * ' 

VolufTO(vpfir ' W 




0 

376 " ~ v 3 .0 
150 I 50 

W»iV! 

0 


12 

■ 

.o. : 

0 




12 


’ 0 
. Q 

3.0 

50 

0 


12 


12 


12 


Hr" 12 


o% 

1 .V.\\v‘>.%'.vHv.— 


kiilx:: 


0% 


v 

3:0 

50 

0 


'9' 

0 


157 






0 
Yes 


286r 

0.938 
16 2692 


g «j £j' " 


0 


47 
30 
1800 
m9 
14 
r>$ 


Yes 


27 


8 


138 
30 

i, oivV) 

1800 


45 


117 




3068 
0.897 
2766 

9 

■• - 20 

A ""1600 

. ' - 40.9 

27 280 


'""A ' 0T7v 

' ••*•«•** 

3.0 


- 9 

■.0 

. 0 

Yes 


3.0 

50 

0 


0 

| to 

c TO 


■M 


0 
0 

^“ 3:0 

so 

o 

15 9 

' b.2714. 0 

0.831 

0 2278 0 

Yes 

16 

30 

1800 

XT - ^ 40.9 - 

45 228 


13 


Peak Hour Factor 
Growth Factor 
Heavy Vehicles (%. 
Bus Blockages (#/hr) 
Parking (#/hr) 
Mid-Block Traffic (%) 
Larte Group Flow (vph) 
Turn Type 
grdtected Phases? 
Permitted Phases 
Detector Phases 
Minimum Initial (s) 
Minimum Split (s) 

Total Split (s) 

Total Split (%} 

Yellow Time (s) 

All-Red Time (s) 
Lead/Lag 

Lead-Lag Optimize? 
Recall Mode 
Act Effct Green (s) 
Actuated g/C Ratio 

v/c Ratio . '" 

Uniform Delay, dl 
Delays™ 

LO S " 

Approach Delay 
Appfbach~LOS 



4.0 
27.0 

35.0 0.0 

58% 0% 

3.0 
2 . 0 ' 

Lead 
Yes Yes 
Min Min 

S T ' 20:2 

0.57 
0.26 

■ "4'6 

4:6: 

' 7r 
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HCM Unsignalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
43: Perry Street & Washington Street 


10/18/2001 



Lane Configurations 


4t 



’i 

n 

Sign Control "" 


Stop 

Stop 


Stop 


Volume (veh/h) 

21 

^7"“ 

tf 

231 

204 

13 

Peak Hour Factor : 

0.25 

0.88 

0.48 

0 55 

MSB® 

0266 

Hourly flow rate (veh/h) 

84 

.9 

' 66 

420 

340 

24 




Volume Total (vph) 

Volume Left (vph) 84 

Volume Right (vph) 0" 

Hadj (s) 0.2 

Departure Headway (sj6.5 


0.0 

6.3 


4 442 340 24 

0 0 340 0 

0 420 0 24 

0.0 -0.5 0i4 -0.6 


~ 6 : 5""63 6.0 " 5.4 64 5.4 . 

0.16 0.01 0.07 0.67 0.60 0.04 

B '522 535-506“ ^60T‘ ‘ 549 650 “ 

9.4 8.1 8.2 17.4 17.3 7.4 

A\>.I>W , iLw/j. , .WA‘WV^WWflwwX'. 

9.4 16.6 16.7 

A ~ r~ "C ' ~ C 


m 0.16 

522 


Degree Utilization, x 
Capacit>n(veh/h) 
Control Delay (s) 
Approach Delay (s) 
Approach LOS 


mimbi 


Delay 

HCM Level of Service 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 


? 4 


0.60 0.04 

549 650 

17.3 7.4 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 


09/17/2001 


> ■ -*> > f *- 


< A t ^ W 


V 


'I 

1900 

12 

if 

. 1 

~ 3 :o 


* 


Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 

Lane Width (ft) 

Grade (%) 

Storage Length (ft) 

Storage Lanes 
Total Lost Time (s) 
ieadrn^ &eto ctojgft)'' 

Trailing Detector (ft). 

Turning Speed (mph)| 

Lane Util. Factor 
Ped Bike Factor 
Frt 

Fit Protected 0.950 

Satd. Flow (prot) ..1624" 

Fit Permitted ’T 
Satd. Flow (perm) 

Right Turn on Red 
faff Flow'(RTOR) 

Headway Factor 
Link Speed (mph) 


1900 

12 


0 
is; 
too 


Wmm 


0.578 

SiSi Simm&i 

988 


3.0 
50 ' 

.o. 

1.00 
"0.911 
1549 

asgaws ’•s&stmffx. y 

1549 ‘ 


138 


1900 
- ~ 12 

o : 
0 

3.0” 

9 : 

too 


1900 1900 

1900 

1900 

1900 

I90o;iii9oo .; 

1900 1900 

.12 ‘12 

“if'” 

""'"if'” 

”12 

‘ 12 



ngHSi 

0 

o” 

y0% 

0 0 

0%" r' 

16 

3)0 3.0 

.0 

3.0' 

1 

3.0 

■ < ? 

3.0 

.' ””3)0 “””3.0 " ” 3)0 

50 50 


‘50 

50 


.. 50 : ' 

■ ... 


15 

1.00 


TirTornroo' 


0.904 


1.00 

B111P1I 

0.960 


;■ 9 is 
1.00 l.oo 


1.00 


";-"9 

too 


0 


0.950 

*. 1221 

0.427 

549 


1489 


1489 

t* „ n Yes I 

130 



,•;>>>; 

0.998 

0)950 
0 1608 1690 

'"0)666’ 

1128 1690 

2 


0 

ies 


1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 


4 ® 


30 


mm.® 

30 


1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 1.14 

.w,. . . .. «w.S».Vm 


30 


1.14 1.14 

l">vv ■***•■■' 

30 


Link Distance (ft) 

Travel Time (s) 

-1800 

.. 

40.9 

..V. 

•.v.*!*.*.--*:**** 

1800 1800 •' ' . 

% ^ »vw*. . v * ... . , :...■ 

40.9 40.9 

40.9 

Volume (vph) ; 

14 95 

~:i19 

11 

oi riz 

U 00 - , 100 

523 4 

Confl. Peas) (#/hr) 

Confl. Bikes (#/hr) 





" ;■••• : 


Peak Hour Factor.. 

.0?70 ~ 0.85 

0.73 

0.50 

0.70 0.86 

0.60 077 0.69 6)'96 

0.84 * o!50 

Growth f actor 

Hpaw Vphirlps (%1 

118% ''118% 
0% 0% 

118% 

‘ 1%' 

100% 

'35% 

100%. 100% 
0% 6% 

118% 118% 118% ,118% 
0% 10% i 8% 1% 

118% 118% 

.1% 0% 


BusfBlockages (#/hr) 0 0 

Parking (#/hr) 

Mid-Block Traffic (%) 0% 

Atfp^ow (vpfif* 24. "132 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 24 324 

Turn Type Perm 

Protected. Phases 2 

Permitted Phases'” 2. ' 

Detector Phases 2 

Minimum Initial (s) 4.0 

Minimum Split (s) 

Total Split (s). 

Total Split (%) 

Yellow Time (s) 

All-Red Tirnels)^ 

llead/Lag ”.Lag' 

Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes 

Recall Mode Max 

Act Effct Green (s)J 1 ”22.0 

Actuated g/C Ratio 0.37 


192 

0 


22 
22 
Perm 


0 

0% 

7t 

mm 


mm 


130 

0 


24 

24 

Perm 


38 188 


0% 

735 


2 


142 


; Ti 


0 


188 7441 


10 


0 

0 


25.0 


“3:o 


T!._ 


2 


)' ”2' 


4.0 

4)0 

21.0 

21.0 

21.0 

.25.0 

0.0' ” 25.0 

25.0 

5)42% 

0% 42% 

42%) 

3.0 

: '3:6“' 

3.0 

2.0 

: 2.015 

2.0 

Tag 

Lag 

Lag 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Max 

Max 

Max 

; 22.0 

22.0 " 
./)•>»-».■ 

22.0 


0.0 


— 

” 4)0 
9.0 
'35:6 


0% 




a 1 

4.0 

... . g o 

35.0 
' '58% 758% 
3.0 3.0 

2.0 2.0 
Lead Lead 
” Yes Yes 
Max Max 
32.0 32)0 

0.53 0.53 


Aii; 


Perm 

. ,.. .. 

1 

1 

■ 4:o 


mm 

4.0 


0.0 

mmm 


9.0 9.0 

35.0 35.0 

"58% . 58% 
3.0 3.0 


0.0 

0% 


2.0 

Lead 


2 ) 0 “ 
Lead 
Yes Yes 
Max Max”" 
32.0 32.0” 

0.53 0.53 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 


09/17/2001 



> 

— > 

< 


< A 

t t 

V 

1 v 




^P5Hi 

WL z lsm 


^P.!. ppt> 

ms£M ■ 

VS: Ti i 

0.49 : 

0.11 

0.32 

, , 0.14 

0.18 

0.31 

0.82 

Uniform Delay, dl 

12.3 

‘ 7.9 

12.5 

4.6 

7.1 

5.2 

7.8 

11.6 

Delay 

12.7 

8.6 

13.3 

' yl ,5.8. 

/ .9 

' 5.5 

8.3 

16.3 

LCS 

' B 

' A 

B 

A 

A 

A 

A 

B 

Approach Delay 

m&%L ,'- >} 

8.8 

• 

6.6 


|g|g|.9 



Approach LOS 


' .A . 


A 


A 


B 


Area Type: CBD 

Cycle'Length:^ 

Actuated Cycle Length: 60''"'" 




70,. 




v '* 




Natural Cycle: 60 
Control Type: Pretimed 

Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.8:2. 

Intersection Signal Delay: 11.5 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 77.7% 


l 


.. U .''.s. — : ,X.: ,v< 




intersection LOS: B 
ICU Level of Service C 


Wim 

tmmm 




Splits and Phases: 36: South Park Ave & Michigan Ave 



b2 

|35$ . ■ v:.\ '-P-vV. ‘ S 

“ ®Hltl ; ifl 

_ ______ . -j gg| 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 


09/17/2001 


> 




< t A V \ V 


1900 

12 

4* 

1900 

"Tz* 

'1900 1900 1900 1900': 

12 12 12 12 

1900 

(IT 

1900 ! 
. 12 

^0 " 

0 % 

U/o 


”0%" 


. 0 . "O' . ‘ ‘ . 0 

0 


3.0 

3.0 

0 0 0 
310^X0 3:0 3.0 

' 0 
3:0 

; 3.0. 

pv'■ 50: 

50 

1 IT' 


50 i 

6 

. 0' 



6 


Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow(vphpl) 
Lane Width (ft) 

Grade (%) . ' 

Storage Length (ft) 
Storage Lanes '' 
Total Lost Time (s) 
Leading Detector (ft) 1 
Trailing Detector (ft) 
Turning Speed (mph) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Fed Bike Factor ' 

Fit Protected 
Satdl Flow (prat)' 

Fit Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 




12 


15 

0.95 




9 


0.95 0.95 


15 

1.00 


1.00 


9 15 

1.00 1.00 


12 12 

. 0 % 

. 0 ... 

0 0 

3:0 3.0 3.0 

50 50 

XV.V&-.W.V.V. 

0 0 

■ .g ■ . 

1.00 1.00 0.95 0:95 


12 

0 

y-0 

3.0 


’ IP 

1.00 




0.9B“ 

01989 

“0 3105”* 
0.989 
0 fl05 “ 


. . . .. . 


‘ 0 . 0 


as 

0 


' 0.983 

0 1666 
0 1666 " 


0 0 


0.995 
0 3146 
0.995 
3146 


0 

0 


RightTumon Red 


26 

Yes 

|Jf 

. Yes 


WSt-^WSi 

mmmm 

Yes .i' 

IvS-' <v ^ s 

Yes 

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 





19 





Headway Factor 

ssn 

1-14 1.14 

1.14 

1114“ 1.14 

"1.14 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 

1.14 

Link Speed (mph) 


VW. ... 

30 


30 


30' 





LjnkDistance (ft) 


148001 


....:r:: 1800 • ' 


1800 

BSB 

mi; isoo 

. a.v . .^Kv>^;cas . 

Travel Time (s) 


40.9 



40.9 


40.9 



40.9 


Volume (vph) 28 

E—I a 

171521 

r 21 

"156 727 

f;\Q 

Confl. Peds. (#/hr) 












ConfI.’Bikesi(#/hr) 


1^. 

_ill 1 si 

'! r" 

* i'; 

, pus 

mill®; 


Peak Hour Factor 

0.54 

0.92 

0.50 

0.90 

0.90 0.90 

0.90 

0.79 

0.75 

0.71 

0193 

0.90 

Growth Factor 

HeavyVehici^(%r 

118% 

4% 

118% 

118% 

0% 

118% 118% 118% 
0%'.0%.0%' 

118% 118% ' 
. 0% 1% 

118% 

0% 

100% 100% 100% 
20%.1% " 0% 

Bus Blockages (#/hr) 

•>' 0 

.' : - - ' - 

0 

0 

.. . 0 . 0 

u 

■■ 

iPIOi 

0 

... ; 

0 

mp. 

Parking (#/hr) 












Mid-Block Traffic (%) 
Adj: Flow (vph) 

61 

0% 

185 

v.-.v*y^* * •/' 

35 

: 

0 

0% „■ ■ 

0 0 

0 

0% 

"W '“33“ 

‘79 1 

0% : 

... - 

782 0 

Lane Group Flow (vph) 

0 281 

0 

0 

0 0 

0 

260 

0 

0 861 

. . 

frro 

Turn Type 

Perm 








Perm 



Protected Phases 


f, 2 

MM 

liltgllilp 


as 

---v, - y ,a • 


Permitted Phases 


2 







1 

1 


Detector Phases 
^ Minimum initial (s) 

2 

4.0 

2 

TF 

MSS1I1S 

piijg 

.■ ■ ■ • . -.■■ : 

4.0 

I'llip^ 

■ • 

4.0 

' 1 

‘ 410 ' 


Minimum Split (s) 

Total Split ft) ~. 

21.0 
' 25.0 ‘ 

21.0 

"*2510' 

, YIM 11. . 

0.0 0.0 

W. ^.-.s 

21.0 

"0.0“ .40.0 

0.0 

21:0 
40.0 

21.0 

40.0 

‘ 0.0 

Total Split (%) 

38% 

38% 

0% : 

0% 

■ 0% ' 0% 

0% 

62%' 

' ■ .1 .1 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 


09/17/2001 


> ^ ^ ^ < A t A V i V 



Cycle Length: 65 
Actual^ tiycfe Length: 65 


Offset: 20 (31%), Referenced to phase 2:EBTL, Start of Green 
Natural Cycle: 45 


Control Type: Pretimed 
Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.48 






Intersection Signal Delay: 9.4 Intersection LOS: A 

intersection Capacity Utilization 61.0 ~ ~ ~ ICU Level of Service B 


Splits and Phases: 31: W.Huron St. & Elmwood Ave 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

21: Court Street & Franklin Street _ 10 / 1 8/2001 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 

21: Court Street & Franklin Street 


10/18/2001 



Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length' 70 ^ ^ ■- ■ — - - ~~~ 

Actuated Cycle Length: 70 ' " ~ v ".. . .^ 

Offset: 0 (0%), Referenced to phase 2:EBWB, Start of Green " ~ 

NaturafCycle: 45. ." 

Control Type: Pretimed. . ’ 

V v --VXvA:_fS..v.v*v,yA. >X->4v.V.s-.v 

Maximum v/cRatio: 0.66 

Intersection Signal Delay: 12.2.Intersection LOS: B 

Intersection Capacity Utilization 59”.5% .ICU Le^I^f Service 4 




Splits and Phases: 21: Court Street & Franklin Street 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
26: Court Street & Pearl Street 


10/18/2001 
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Lanes, Volumes, Timings 
26: Court Street & Pearl Street 


10/18/2001 


Area Type: CBD 

Cycle Length: 70 

ActuatedCycle Length: 45.6” ' * * *’ ~~~ . . 

Natural Cycle: 40 " 

. : ''.w.Av.vt\v*v.wx.w>rf/>x^v^Aw>Av;v;v:>Xv.*x- # 'X«w. . ,y. X'.vXvXw..:..,%v:vX*:vA ; >;vrf;>vw»CW'Xv;‘;/..*.;;.v,-:. .■■’■ .../.>’y V "y^iw,'!SSxv>. 

ControlType: Actuated-Uncoordinated 


Maximum v/c Ratio: 0.53 
I ntefsection Signal Delay: 8.9 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 63.0% 


intersection LOS A 
ICU Level of Service B 



Splits and Phases: 26: Court Street & Pearl Street 


1 

koi 

"V" t>2 

03 . 

38 s 1 BH8s M 1 

m _i pi 


Convention Center Intersection Study 09/12/2001 ETC +5 (2012)- PM PEAK 
TMK 

GBNRTCBUFF-ST51 


D-259 


Synchro 5 Report 
Page 10 









URS Corporation 


Traffic Impact Study 


Section 5-11 
NYSDOT Accident Rates 
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APPENDIX E 

Urban Design Characteristics and Impacts and 
Mitigation 


As part of the EIS process for a new Convention Center in Buffalo, New York, the 
project team reviewed three sites for possible expansion or new construction. These sites 
are located roughly on Mohawk and Washington Streets (named the Mohawk site), Perry 
and Michigan Street (named the Waterfront site) and the expansion of the existing facility 
eastward to Main Street (the Existing Convention Center site). (Figure E-l) 


Mohawk Site 


Setting 

The Mohawk site is located to the east of the existing Convention Center. The site itself 
contains buildings of some merit, while the surrounding district borders on the fringe of 
the urban core, where the urban fabric is beginning to fray. (Figure E-2) Specifically, 
the site is located: 

• One block east of Main Street, bounded by Huron Street to the north, Oak Street to 
the east, Broadway to the south and Washington Street to the west. (Refer to Map) 

• One block east of the Hyatt Hotel, two blocks south of the Journey’s end hotel, 
several blocks from the Hampton Inn and Mansion on Delaware, and within 1 mile of 
the Adam’s Mark, Holiday Inn and Day’s Inn Hotels. 

• One block from the Theatre District Historic District to the north. 

• Adjacent to the National Landmark Buffalo Savings Bank and Niagara Mohawk 
buildings. 

• Adjacent to the Buffalo and Erie County Public Library and Lafayette Square, 
providing unique urban parks, regularly programmed with entertainment and 
activities. 
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• Within one block of primary financial centers occupied by Key, Fleet and M&T 
Banks. 

• One block east of the LRRT corridor, serving points north and south on Main Street, 
including 2 “Park & Ride” lots, the Medical Corridor, and the University at Buffalo 
South Campus. 

• One block east of the LRRT Pedestrian Mall, one of the largest traffic-free pedestrian 
malls in the nation. 

• One block north of Main Place Mall, providing concentrated shopping opportunities, 
in addition to a small retail district immediately to the east on Main Street. 

• Two blocks from the Chippewa Street entertainment district and Theatre District 
providing vast and varied entertainment and dining opportunities for a variety of 
conventioneers. 

• Adjacent to a struggling small retail core, with grossly underutilized building stock. 
This retail core, however is a prime intact example of mid-19 th century commercial 
structures with a cohesive scale, rhythm and streetscape, exclusive of their condition. 

The proposed Mohawk site proper is an urban landscape pockmarked by prior demolition 
and parking lots. The buildings are in vastly varying states of vacancy and repair. The 
district was at one time a center of manufacturing and sales, with several businesses 
devoted to the electrical market. Approx. 30 buildings including (6) 1-story, (7) 2-story, 
(6) 3-story, (1) 4-story, (2) 5-story, (2) 6-story, (1) 10-story structures and a 
contemporary concrete parking ramp currently occupy the site. If site boundary extends 
across Washington to Main Street, an additional 17 structures will be affected. 


Urban Design Considerations 

Since many of the buildings originally constructed in the project area have since been 
demolished, with only a few of the demolished structures being replaced by 
contemporary construction. The existing structures do not present a dense or unbroken 
silhouette or massing to the site. The remaining structures on the northwest portion of the 
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site do not relate in density or scale to historical urban patterns. The buildings that 
remain do represent varying phases in downtown development, but do not create a 
complete homogeneous district. Building types range from a brick former livery and 
concrete manufacturing facilities, to cast concrete parking structures and concrete block 
auto repair garages. Offices for Catholic Charities and their offshoot Delta Development 
are located at the comer of Washington and Huron. The University at Buffalo’s 
Employment Opportunity Center occupies a 6-story structure at the comer of Washington 
and Mohawk. The Mohawk site also contains 3 bar/restaurants. 

I 

The site is bisected by E. Mohawk Street and Hersee Alley running east and west, and 
Ellicott Street and Blossom Alley running north and south. The site is served by the 
Elm/Oak Corridor, easily connecting both Rt. 33 and 1-290 to the parcel. Properties to 
the west, fronting Washington Street, are primarily vacant and the properties fronting 
Main and Genesee are 50% vacant. Those occupied are first floor only, with the 
exception of the Urban League (5-7 Genesee Street), a three-story social service building. 
Properties to the east take on a more suburban character. These low-rise office buildings 
are centered on their sites, with grass surroundings. These properties work to further 
diminish any cohesive urban district. Selection of this site will require finding a reuse 
solution for the existing facility. 
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MOHAWK SITE 












Waterfront Site 


Setting 

The waterfront site is located at the foot of Main Street near activity, cultural and 

employment centers. (Figure E-3) Specifically, the site is located: 

• Adjacent to HSBC Arena and its attached parking structure. 

• Adjacent to the Cobblestone local historic district, with ties to early Buffalo 
waterfront business history and vernacular construction. 

• One block from the proposed Adelphia office development, Buffalo River and Inner 
Harbor construction. This district includes the U.S.S. Little Rock and U.S.S. The 
Sullivans as well as the submarine U.S.S. Croaker. 

• Within one block of primary financial centers occupied by HSBC and M&T Banks. 

• One block east of the LRRT corridor, serving points north and south on Main Street, 
including 2 “Park & Ride” lots, the Medical Corridor, and the University at Buffalo 
South Campus. 

• Adjacent to Buffalo News printing and publishing headquarters as well as Donovan 
State Office building. 

• Served by NYS Thruway-Niagara Section with on and off ramps within 2 blocks 
from site, as well as Michigan Street providing access to Route 33. 

• Within !4 mile from Buffalo Automotive museum, Flickinger Athletic Center, Dunn 
Tire Park and ECC City Campus. 

The Waterfront site is currently surface parking for the HSBC Atrium building and 

Buffalo News staff and delivery vehicles and provides limited off-hours Arena parking. 

There are presently no buildings on site. Improvements are limited to site lighting, 

minimal landscaping and contemporary fencing. 


Urban design considerations 


While the site is currently paved, with no above-grade record of previous land use, 
adjacent blocks have been designated historic to protect early street configurations and 
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building types. The Cobblestone District block, bounded by Perry, Illinois, South Park 
and Mississippi streets, contains low-rise industrial buildings that are primarily vacant or 
used for storage. One bar, a blacksmith and the offices of the Preservation Coalition of 
Erie County remain in this district. HSBC Arena and its adjacent parking structure are 
contemporary constructions completed within the last 5 years. The HSBC Atrium office 
building is a glass curtain wall Neo-Palladian structure (c. 1990). The Buffalo News 
Headquarters contains a late 20 th century concrete office building with a mid-century 
concrete block and steel printing facility behind. Properties to the east of the site, across 
Columbia and Michigan, are primarily brick loading docks and 3 story or less industrial 
buildings and are primarily vacant or used for limited storage purposes. Selection of this 
site will require finding a reuse solution for the existing facility. 
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WATERFRONT SITE 











Existing Convention Center Site 


Setting 

The existing Convention Center facility is strategically located in Downtown Buffalo, 

near several activity and architectural centers. (Figure E-4) Specifically, the site is 

located: 

• Adjacent to and including the existing site, with Franklin Street to the west, the 
former Genesee Street to the north, Main Street to the east and the rear property line 
of buildings facing Court Street to the South. (Refer to map) 

• Centrally between the Joseph Ellicott Historic District to the south and the Theatre 
District Historic District to the northeast. 

• Immediately south of the National Landmark YMCA Building. 

• Immediately west of the Hyatt hotel, within 3 blocks of the Hampton Inn and 
Journey’s End Hotels and within approx. 1 mile of the Adam’s Mark, Mansion on 
Delaware, Holiday Inn and Best Western Hotels. 

• Within an active office area and immediately north of a government district which 
includes City, County, State and Federal office and Court buildings. 

• Within one block of primary financial centers occupied by Key, Fleet and M&T 
Banks. 

• One block west of the LRRT corridor, serving points north and south on Main Street, 
including 2 “Park & Ride” lots, the Medical Corridor, and the University at Buffalo 
South Campus. 

• One block west of the LRRT Pedestrian Mall, one of the largest traffic-free pedestrian 
malls in the nation. 

• One block north of Main Place Mall, providing concentrated shopping opportunities, 
in addition to a small retail district immediately to the east on Main Street. 

• Two blocks from the Chippewa Street entertainment district and Theatre District 
providing vast and varied entertainment opportunities for a variety of conventioneers. 
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The existing convention Center site is currently serving the convention market with an 
exhibit floor, ballroom, meeting rooms and service functions. The structure itself is a 
large, concrete 2-story structure, with a primary entrance on Franklin Street, an unused 
entrance on Court Street and service access from Pearl Street. The northerly edge of the 
property is located on the former Genesee Street, now closed to vehicular traffic but 
available as a narrowed pedestrian cut-through. This street was originally part of the 
radial street plan of the City. An opportunity exists to extend the existing facility over to 
Main Street across Pearl Street, though the extents of this action must be determined 
through this study. Structures surrounding the site are of various sizes and uses, proving 
a broad-use, variegated urban fabric characteristic. The urban character of the site 
surroundings is dense, with interspersed freestanding and “in-building” parking 
structures. There is little surface parking or underdeveloped land in this district. 

Urban Design Considerations 

The existing Convention Center facility is located in the heart of Downtown Buffalo on 
decidedly urban streets. Access from the highway or expressway is through the city 
streets. The construction of the existing facility forced the demolition of all previous 
structures on the site, leaving the 1970’s concrete brutalist facades in stark contrast to the 
surrounding early 20 lh century commercial buildings, the WPA-era civic buildings and 
the mid-century office towers in its proximity. Construction of the facility erased the 
continuity of the existing radial street plan in that portion of the city. 

Court Street, running east and west along the southern boundary of the site, remains a key 
component of the radial plan and vista downtown. At the base of Court Street, a slight 
hill, sits the Art Deco City Hall and Niagara Square. The towering edifice uses strong 
Machine-age imagery and Native American motifs. McKinley Monument in Niagara 
Square, with its lion fountains and spire, aligns the street and the steps of City Hall. At 
the top of the hill Lafayette Square and the impressive Soldiers and Sailors Monument 
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anchor the street. Along its length are State and Federal office buildings with a new 
Federal Court House in the planning stages. 

The bulk of the property surrounding the existing Convention Center facility is 
substantially occupied and in good condition. The Art Deco former Key Bank at Pearl 
and Court streets has striking steel detail, while 45 Court Street boasts maritime detailing. 
The State and Federal Court buildings are markedly WPA in style with monumental 
scale, stone detailing and the streamlined appearance of the emerging machine age. The 
exceptions lie primarily to the east along Pearl and Main Streets. The former Courtyard 
Mall and Baker’s Shoes buildings are through-block properties that are 100% vacant. 
Both of the structures have been substantially modified in the 1970’s and are a further 
detriment to the otherwise cohesive urban district. Reuse of this site would eliminate the 
need to find a new use for the existing facility. 
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EXISTING CONVENTION CENTER SITE 












Architectural, Cultural and Community Values 


Evaluation of a site in terms of historic preservation must consider architectural, cultural, 
and community issues. Architectural integrity must be considered. This involves the 
quality and intactness of the original design of the building and can be subdivided into 
design, setting, location, materials, and scale. Design involves an assessment of the 
quality of a particular building and to what extent the design has remained intact. Setting 
considers the original context in which the structure was built and to what extent that 
context has changed. For example, the setting of a two-story commercial building 
originally designed in the context of other low-rise commercial buildings would be 
drastically changed if high-rise office buildings now surrounded it. Location is the 
consideration of whether or not a structure exists on its original site or if the building has 
been moved in full or in part. A consideration of materials involves an evaluation of both 
the intactness of original materials and the quality of design and application of the 
original materials. Scale is a consideration of the sensitivity of the design and formal 
articulation of the various parts of the building relative to pedestrian and human scale. 
Scale may also be extended to address the relationship of the proposed structure to other 
adjacent buildings. 

Cultural significance is obtained through association with important persons or events. 
Cultural significance also pertains to sites that possess archaeological value. Structures 
can obtain cultural significance apart from their quality of design. However, a structure 
can be said to have cultural significance if it is either the work of an established master or 
possesses particularly high artistic value. 

A structure could be classified as having community value if it is a particularly good 
representative of a building type that was important in the historic development of an 
area. A site or building may also possess community value if it is generally perceived as 
having good development potential. 

v 
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Urban Design Characteristics 


Convention centers typically become significant landmarks and economic engines for 
cities in which they are constructed. Thus, both the initial public investment of a new 
convention center facility and any subsequent privately-funded headquarter hotel 
construction will have significant effect in regard to urban design considerations. The 
sheer square foot and volume requirements of such a facility indicate that the project 
would become a significant landmark in downtown Buffalo. 


Mohawk Site 

Setting Proximities and Site Characteristics 

The Mohawk Street site provides an opportunity to expand the exhibit space of the 
convention facility on one plane, as opposed to creating a multi-level exhibit space on the 
existing site. The proposed site is more level than the existing site and would lend itself 
to an unbroken horizontal footprint. The proposed site is one block from the LRRT on 
Main Street, with an opportunity for a Main Street “plaza” if desired. The large volume 
of the new facility would extend the density of the urban core to the east, replacing the 
patchwork nature of the current land use. 


The property is well served by the Elm/Oak arterial, which would simplify access to the 
site. Patrons would not have to navigate complex city street patterns to reach the site. 
Conversely, patrons would not gain incidental exposure to complementing downtown 
uses that might increase event-associated spending. 


The Mohawk site is diagonally contiguous to Lafayette Square. Connection to this open 
space is equally beneficial in addition to or instead of a Main Street connection. 
Placement of a large mass on this comer would fill the visual void left when surface 
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parking was created on that comer. Either a primary convention entrance or hotel 
entrance could provide this mass. 

Scale and Design 

Individual properties to the east of Main Street are generally smaller in scale than their 
west-of-Main neighbors. These properties are typically 30-40 feet in width and primarily 
under 4 stories in height. To the east of the proposed site density is further diminished. 
Buildings take on a more suburban character, being lower and more widely spaced. 
Construction of a massive volume across the 5 block site would be out of character for 
the densities in the immediate surroundings. Connecting the property directly to Main 
Street, one block further west would further exacerbate the situation, unless the existing 
building facades were incorporated directly into the new fagade line. 

Relationship to Existing Architecture 

The proposed building type is different from the types currently on site 'or immediately 
surrounding it. The building mass will tower over structures to the west and east. 
Properties to the north include the national landmark Niagara Mohawk and former 
Buffalo Savings Bank (now M&T Bank) buildings. Facades that address these properties 
must be carefully detailed and articulated to complement and not compete with them. 

Properties to the west along Main and Genesee Streets, if chosen to remain, could be 
incorporated into the fagade to blend the new construction with its context and soften the 
transition from the street line. This design approach could reemphasize the trend of 
incorporating existing buildings into new construction immediately surrounding the site; 
i.e. M&T Center/Buffalo Savings Bank, Genesee Building/Hyatt Hotel, Theater Place, 
Market Arcade/Salter Building. 

Streetscape 
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The streetscape on the site and immediately surrounding the site is varied. While most 
existing buildings fill lots to the sidewalk, surface parking throughout the project area 
diminishes any continuity. The program requirements for the facility require almost the 
entire site to be utilized for buildout. Vacant space remaining on site could be utilized for 
private sector hotel development. 

There is a general breakdown in the quality, historic importance and occupancy of 
buildings along Main Street near Mohawk. Open space left from the demolition of a 
former theater entrance lobby and non-contributing 1950’s construction (JP Fashions and 
the vacant Burger King) create a gap toothed streetscape, in contrast to the stronger 
contextual fabric along Main Street further to the North. It may be suitable to provide 
open public space and a primary entrance at this location, strengthening this point in the 
block as a thoroughfare. 

Views and Vistas \ 


Siting of the building on the Mohawk site presents a particular challenge. The property 
will be required to span Ellicott Street (and possibly Washington Street if the building is 
connected directly to Main Street), to maintain critical north/south thoroughfares in 
downtown. Additionally, the building will further obliterate Mohawk Street, which was 
eliminated to the west between Main Street and Franklin Street by the earlier Convention 
Center construction. Blossom Street and Hersee Alley will also be erased. Both these 
streets are remaining examples of earlier property configurations throughout downtown. 
The open nature of the landscape to the east will allow a clear view of the Center mass 
and create the impression of a giant building located within this section of the City. Any 
project proposal to put the primary entrance on the westerly portion of the site means that 
all vehicles approaching the site from the east via Elm/Oak will approach the rear of the 
property with no flanking building screening available. This condition is considered a 
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negative feature on the existing facility and may act as a further obstacle to rejoining 
Buffalo’s near east side with the downtown core. 

The street span over Ellicott is expected to be approximately 850-900’. This is directly in 
line with the Public Library street span immediately to the south. (This span is 
approximately 125’ in length and not generally accepted as a positive design feature of 
the current library.) This would create a roughly !4 mile tunnel along Ellicott Street, a 
feature which is less than favorable. If the facility makes a direct connection to Main 
Street, this condition would also be replicated across Washington Street. 

Broader urban design strategies for the entire district may present a unique opportunity 
for new public space. However, if the Center is moved to the Mohawk site, and the 
existing facility or site is converted to a new use, primary entrances at Mohawk would 
create an opportunity for an axial link open space on the blocks of Mohawk immediately 
east and west of Main. This would extend the Pedestrian Mall perpendicularly toward 
each building. 

A large volume extending to the comer of Washington and Broadway would close the 
gap in the “exterior walls” of Lafayette Square left by the creation of surface parking 
there. 

In conclusion, placement of the large mass on the Mohawk site will restrict all views 
north and south along Ellicott and possibly Washington Street. It will also eliminate short 
street views down Mohawk. 

Activity Centers 

The Mohawk site offers opportunities for three primary entrances: at Huron & 
Washington, at Mohawk Street, and /or at Washington & Broadway. Location of the 
primary entrance will have significant impact on the surrounding businesses. Each point 
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patrons in a different direction from the site and encourage use of different LRRT train 
stops. It would appear that a primary entrance at Mohawk would most greatly benefit 
business on Main Street in the 500 block, while a Lafayette Square entrance might favor 
Main and Court and Main Place Mall. Care should be taken to make sure one entrance 
location is not negatively impacting the business climate around another location. 

Service activities will be concentrated at the east side of the site where available off-site 
land for queuing and large truck traffic are more appropriate. This area at Oak is already 
a south bound speedway. This use will not further exacerbate this condition and may 
even serve to calm traffic at times due to the standing trucks. 

Pedestrian and Vehicular Approach Corridors (links, edges and barriers) 

Issues regarding view and vista constraints caused by the streets spans of the project must 
be revisited here. The 900’ long above-ground tunnel created is an extremely negative 
environment for pedestrian and motorist alike. This condition will create a North/South 
barrier at the site. The existing Elm/Oak arterial has created a boundary condition to the 
east that has long been recognized as severing the near-east side from downtown. 

Creation of a 50-60’ service wall to the east will further compound the barrier affect 
created at this location. There is little reason to believe that open parking one block north 
of the site or low-rise office uses to the east will be developed to a higher use in the near 
future. This will further strengthen the feeling of void to the north. Effort should be 
made to integrate the building as a patch between the two sides, rather than a higher wall. 

To the west, however, the project provides an opportunity to link with Main Street and 
Lafayette Square, bolstering the significant public investments in these areas. 
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Opportunities 


If properly addressed, the facility at this site could begin to reconnect the city east and 
westward. It provides an opportunity to greet the vehicular guest on Elm-Oak and direct 
them toward the City center. It can close openings in the streetscape at Lafayette Square, 
strengthen previous investments and bolster weak real estate/commercial markets. 


Waterfront Site 

Setting Proximities and Site Characteristics 

The third site alternative at the Waterfront is located immediately north of HSBC Arena 
and the Cobblestone Historic District. The site is bounded by Scott Street to the north, 
Mississippi Street to the east, Perry to the south and the HSBC atrium to the west, and 
currently serves as parking for the Atrium and Buffalo News. There are no structures on 
site. Building densities vary around the site with a massive area and parking structure, 
medium rise office uses and a stark industrial printing facility. This is contrasted by 
vacant land and small scale vernacular industrial buildings of 1 and 2 stories to the east 
and south. 

The site is I-V 2 blocks off Main and the LRRT line. Access is along Scott or Perry 
Streets around the Atrium building. 

The site is also surrounded on two sides with elevated highway. These highways tend to 
isolate the district as a whole from the rest of downtown. This feeling is compounded by 
the M&T Tower that spans Main Street and blocks both views and implied access to the 
region. Wind conditions caused by the M&T Tower make pedestrian access down Main 
to the site treacherous, especially in winter. 
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The site is near the proposed Inner Harbor and waterfront which provides some 
destination entertainment opportunities, however, the project is not yet fully underway 
and its completion date is not yet known or assumed. 

s 

Scale and Design 

The recently constructed HSBC Atrium, Arena and parking are all massive structures. 
Any new large scale construction would be compatible with the emerging character of the 
district. The challenge is to create the large building and provide detailing that is also 
compatible with the diminutive industrial buildings to the south. Sincere materials, 
comfortable rhythms and sympathetic detailing should be considered to blend between 
the two disparate building types surrounding the site. 

Relationship to Existing Architecture 

Styles, construction materials and scales around the site differ greatly. The impact of this 
Center is expected to be similar to the impact of the Arena on the Cobblestone District. 
The amount of open space created by surrounding surface parking justifies the need for 
the massive structure to infill the void. 

Properties further to the east are vacant or underutilized low-rise industrial, many 
transportation terminals. These derelict structures are a detriment to the perception of 
safety or “destination” in the area. The historic buildings within the local Cobblestone 
Historic District may present development opportunities that tie the Convention Center 
and the area as a whole to the emerging Waterfront district. 

Streetscape 

Most of the surrounding blocks are vacant - open parking, Thruway underpasses or 
undeveloped land. There is little streetscape to speak of, creating an uncomfortable 
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atmosphere. The nearby DL&W terminal (train bam for the NFTA) is a large, open 2 
story brick structure which creates a rhythm along its length. Devices such as these may 
be necessary to create a street where none presently exists, as will the redevelopment of 
the Cobblestone District buildings. These buildings vary from each other in scale but 
present an historic brick building landscape. 

Views and Vistas 


The amount of open land immediately surrounding the site will make the facility easily 
visible from all sides in the immediate area. The elevated highways surrounding most of 
the site provide an additional unique “bird’s eye” perspective on this site, similar to the 
view of the Arena. These elevated roadways, and the M&T Tower, block the view of the 
site from ground level from the north and west. There is little remaining land before the 
Lake/River to the south that would provide an opportunity for a view. Any possible view 
of the site from the water is obstructed by the Arena and Atrium. Industrial buildings in 
that direction obstruct view of the site from the First Ward community to the southeast. 

The site is isolated from view in most directions though the immediate surroundings are 
open. 


Activity Centers 

The Arena, Atrium and News provide the significant activity centers for the site. The 
remaining perimeter is hostile and uninviting. Focusing the public activity toward these 
uses will further emphasize the negative image of the remainder of the perimeter. 
Reorienting the public access to another area will force patrons into an undeveloped part 
of the site. This may encourage spin off development, but the timeframe for such 
development may hinder marketability of the venue. 

Pedestrian and Vehicular Approach (links, edges, barriers) 
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The Site is primarily accessed from Michigan Street or Pearl via different exits from the 
1-290. All approaches force patrons trough the underpasses of the elevated highways 
surrounding the site. This emphasizes the isolated nature of the site. Access from Main 
Street via the LRRT train line also must come through the tunnel created by M&T Tower. 
This approach also enhances the feeling of isolation. Strong links to the train would be 
necessary as the users would have to find their way to the facility located behind the 
Atrium building. 

It would not be anticipated that this location would immediately or easily positively 
impact business/retail in the remainder of downtown. 

Opportunities 

Location at the waterfront site allows development to build on the momentum created by 
the Atrium, Arena and waterfront construction. The Center would bolster an emerging 
entertainment district and begin to create a destination. This destination would be 
isolated from the remainder of the City, however. This would create the need for 
significant investment in the district to provide amenities necessary to support the patron 
base of a marketable convention center. Ample land exists for this spin-off development. 

Development would also encourage quicker redevelopment of the nearby vacant 
Memorial Auditorium, empty since the completion of HSBC Arena. Uses proposed for 
the Auditorium include a multi-modal transportation center, which would support the 
tourism based Convention Center use. 
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Existing Convention Center 


Setting Proximities and Site Characteristics 

The reuse of the convention center facility affords an opportunity to correct what have 
been considered by many to be poor planning and design moves made in the construction 

of the facility. Required expansion also provides an opportunity to connect this 

/ 

significant public structure with Main Street, the LRRT and Pedestrian Mall, which is 
considered by some to be a project objective. The connection resulting from the 
expansion would promote greater pedestrian involvement on this amenity. Expansion of 
the facility to Main Street would create an approximately 400’ long covered roadway 
over Pearl Street, a condition similar to, but in greater scale, the Library ROW over 
Ellicott Street. Expansion of the existing site may allow creation of limited on-site 
subgrade parking. This option will not provide an opportunity for improving/simplifying 
vehicular access to the site. 

Scale & Design 

The existing Convention Center is located in one of the densest areas of Downtown 
Buffalo. Expansion of the facility to Main Street with a three-story structure (assumed to 
be required because of grade differences with Franklin Street) would be appropriate given 
the dense urban scale immediately surrounding the site. New construction on Main Street 
has the opportunity to correct previous design interventions along the west face of the 
Main Street block. New construction at Courtyard Mall, Rite Aid and Baker’s Shoes is 
not complementary to the existing urban setting. 

While the high 2 story concrete fa$ade along Franklin Street is severe and extremely 
dense, the height could be increased by another story and still keep within an appropriate 
scale with respect to the properties along face of the building. Significant changes should 
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be considered to this fagade to make this face of the building more inviting whether or 
not this is retained as a primary entrance area. 

The proposed expansion would necessitate a multi-level exhibit floor, resulting from 
level changes between the streets running north and south. This multi-level scenario is 
seen as a detriment to marketing the facility, and complicates service vehicular access to 
the exhibit floor. 

This report later addresses the measures that could be applied to mitigate the impacts of 
this construction. 

Relationship to Existing Architecture 

The existing architecture of this convention center does not respond to the existing site 
context. The lack of rhythm at the first floor, fenestration at the upper level and stark 
loading area along Pearl create a negative pedestrian environment. Also, the lack of 
scaled fenestration creates the atmosphere of a larger facility than the already large scaled 
Convention Center. While more recent projects (Hyatt Hotel/Genesee Building, Buffalo 
Savings bank building/M&T Bank, and Theater Place) have incorporated existing fabric 

i 

successfully, greater attention must be given in this case to correcting the negative image 
of the existing building through the additions proposed. 

i 

Streetscape 

Again, regardless of potential entrance relocation issues, the Franklin Street fagade must 
receive significant modification to better blend with its immediate context. A greater 
sense of rhythm at all levels is warranted. 

The north and south fagades, which will effectively bridge Pearl Street and create a new 
large fagade, must be carefully addressed to minimize the impact of this broad platform 
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across the street. The underutilized entrance plaza should be reworked to avoid 
confusion with the new entrance imaging. The unused Court Street entrance must be 
reworked or removed, as it gives a sense of vacancy to this block. While the creation of a 
plaza can be welcomed, especially with the construction of a new Federal Court House 
across the street, this unused plaza is currently more of a negative than a positive. The 
new annex to the historic Michael J. Dillon is proposed to be built within the next three 
years on the block south of this entrance plaza. The plaza could appear as an open area 
complementing the new building’s open area. 

Main Street could benefit from the removal of several vacant structures along its length. 
Adjoining properties all extend to the street line. Creation of any entrance plaza on Main 
would not be appropriate. Additionally, a significant public plaza and amphitheater 

exists directly across Main Street in Lafayette Square. 

/ 

Views & Vistas 

Since it is easier for pedestrians to see distant buildings across parking lots or along street 
axes than through other structures, the placement of the new convention center expansion 
will naturally restrict some views and vistas. 

Views along Pearl Street are currently broken one block past the proposed addition by a 
pedestrian walkway from the Rath County building and Main Place Mall. Additional 
construction over Pearl Street would not further diminish this view, though the long, dark 
tunnel created must be addressed to mitigate its impact. 

The radial street and public square plan downtown creates other natural opportunities for 
views from nearby open spaces. These vistas become the primary focus of the downtown 
scene and are not negatively impacted by any convention center expansion. 



FOIT-ALBERT ASSOCIATES 

Architecture, Engineering and Surveying, P.C. 


E-27 




Activity Centers 


Current pedestrian entrance activity is focused along Franklin Street, while the truck 
access is from Pearl. There is no street level pedestrian access along Pearl, significantly 
impacting the real estate market along this street. There are currently only two active rear 
exits to Main Street buildings along Pearl and no independent destinations. Extension of 
the building to Main eliminates the concern, but creates the opportunity for three primary 
entrances on Main, Court and Franklin. Multiple entrances are difficult logistically and 
must be carefully addressed to prevent a recreation of the situation that developed on 
Pearl Street. Each open face must work to enhance the street and not draw activity away 
from fragile activity centers at other exposed faces. Additionally, while a primary 
entrance on Main Street is a possible project benefit, the vehicular-free nature of this 
street may prohibit access by required busses, shuttles and taxis. 

Pedestrian and Vehicular Approach Corridors (Links, Edges & Barriers) 

As previously discussed, refocusing primary entrance of the facility could have a 
significant impact on the surrounding streets. The height of the expanded facility would 
be appropriate for the surrounding buildings. View would be very limited because of the 
masking nature of large buildings surrounding the site: State Office Building (65 Court 
Street), Statler Towers (Genesee and Delaware), and Walbridge Building (45 Court 
Street). The visual impact of the Pearl Street span will be significant when viewed from 
the north or south along Pearl Street. Both motorists and pedestrians will feel the affect 
of this 400’ “tunnel”, creating a'negative barrier condition. The facility will also be 
visible up Genesee Street from the west and along the Main Street pedestrian mall, with 
little change from the present conditions in those areas. 
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Opportunities 


Renovation and expansion of the existing Convention Center presents many 
opportunities. Image of the existing facility is almost universally negative. It is viewed 
as an uninviting concrete barrier. Renovation presents the opportunity to correct this 
negative. Additionally, replacement of long vacant buildings on Main Street with activity 
and income generating uses increases opportunities for spin off development along the 
struggling Main Street Pedestrian Mall. In all, renovation with expansion could improve 
the image of downtown. 

Specifically, the expansion of the existing Convention Center facility accomplishes the 
following objectives: Re-uses the existing facility and previously expended public 
resources; improves the opportunity to connect to the Hyatt Hotel; improve the project 
connection to Main Street; address Lafayette Square at the south-east comer of the site; 
avoid significant historic preservation constraints; and eliminate the need to develop 
alternate uses for the existing Convention Center facility. 

Additional parking within the facility would help alleviate parking shortage perceptions, 
as well as increase the space count in that sector of downtown to meet the increased 
demand. Existing businesses displaced by the expansion program could be relocated to 
retail spaces within the east side of the block or within Main Street Convention Center 
footage. 
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PRO TECT IMPACTS 
Criteria for Impact Assessment 


In conjunction with the above analysis of setting, a weighting factor was applied to the 
architectural, cultural and community values delineated in the following Impact Matrixes. 
These matrixes give particular emphasis to those values traditionally identified with 
urban development, particularly on the three sites identified for potential use of the 
Convention Center structure. 


“Scale” is important because it is a concern most frequently cited by preservation groups 
and concerned parties. “High Artistic Value” and “Work of a Master” are also 
considered very important due to preservationist concerns that these sites are located near 
the Joseph Ellicott, Theatre and Cobblestone Historic Districts, as well as the Niagara 
Mohawk Building, Buffalo Savings Bank and former YMCA, all of which are significant 
local and national landmarks. 


“Design” was considered to be of minor importance because most of the structures had 
undergone some changes since their original construction. “Setting” was considered to 
be of minor importance because the original setting of most of the structures had 
undergone considerable change already. “Association with Events” and “Representative” 
of a building type is both rated as having moderate importance. Each site played an 
important role in the development of the City for different reasons, however, the 
waterfront site and the surrounding area have been significantly altered as compared to 
the Mohawk site and more so the Existing site. “Development Potential” was rated as 
being moderately important since, although the buildings on the Mohawk and Existing 
expansion site represent prime redevelopment locations, the economic climate in Buffalo 
has not previously inspired reuse of these structures, nor would this climate necessitate 
building of new structures on the Waterfront or Mohawk sites. “Location” was 
considered the least important value. This value was placed on the matrix as a check that 
each building existed on its original site. “Materials” and “Scale” were considered to be 
of moderate importance due to the general continuity of materialize and size that make up 
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buildings on all three sites, with the adjacent Cobblestone district having the greatest 
continuity between structures. “Association with Lives” and “Archaeological 
Importance” were also considered of little importance, since a review of the available 
literature did not reveal any significance with relation to the Existing or Mohawk site, but 
did play a role in the Waterfront site. 

The properties were rated on their value to the community. The terms “Representative” 
and “Development Potential” relate to the individual property’s relationship to the 
neighborhood a whole. Is the building representative of a building type typically found 
in this neighborhood? A one-story drive-through fast food restaurant would not be 
typical of the buildings traditionally found in any urban downtown, and most specifically 
Buffalo’s downtown. The term development potential as used here relates specifically to 
the ability of the property to be reused in its present configuration. It does not look solely 
at the economics of a reuse, but rather considers factors such as building configuration, 
condition, size, location, surrounding properties. This category was given a low overall 
importance (a factor of 1). A vacant lot under a thruway overpass was not given a high 
development potential as compared to a vacant multi-story building, with a sizable 
footprint, with an structural system adaptable to may uses, and the ability to 
accommodate multiple means of egress and an elevator. The history of the individual 
property, its owner’s inability or unwillingness to sell or develop a property to its highest 

and best use, and the economics of such a reuse was not considered. 

c 

To further quantify the impacts of the proposed development on the structures both on 
and adjacent to the various sites, summary matrices were developed that weighted the 
relative importance of the impact criteria in relation to each other. For example Scale and 
Materials were given greater relative importance than location and setting. In this way 
one can readily identify the most severely impacted structures. 

Both these matrixes have been developed for each site and are included here for review. 
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Massing schemes were developed for each site to determine rough bulling size, entry 
configuration, traffic patterns and linkages. It should be cautioned that these schemes are 
diagrammatic only and are not intended to limit the design opportunities or offer any 
concrete design solutions. They are for the purpose of qualifying the program and 
assessing impact. 


Mohawk Site 


Development on the Mohawk site could occur in many ways. For purposes of this 
discussion, we will look at two alternatives fpr development of the Mohawk Site. The 
first scheme could utilize a vertical orientation with meeting rooms and parking on the 
first level, exhibition space on the second level and the ballroom and support kitchen on 
the third level. This would create a building approximately 100’ high and a footprint that 
would span north and south from Huron to Mohawk Streets, and east to west from 
Washington to Oak Streets. If the development is located primarily on the north and west 
portion of the site, with a link to the Hyatt Hotel across Washington and Main Streets, 
vacant space for future development or expansion could be located to the south. For the 
purposes of this discussion, it is assumed that a primary entrance of the three-level 
Convention Center would be located on or near the south-east comer of Washington and 
Huron Streets. Patron auto/bus drop off would be located along Washington Street. A 
loading dock would be located along Oak Street. The building would span Ellicott Street. 
No determination is made on the entrance or exit points for first level parking. 


Impact on site structures: 


This scheme would result in the immediate demolition of 15 on-site structures, as well as 
the incorporation of the existing City of Buffalo Fire Alarm Headquarters into the 
structure. If the site is considered to cross Washington Street to Main Street an additional 
two to four buildings will be partially or completely demolished to create a link to the 
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1 


Hyatt Hotel. As a result, the impact of the convention center development must therefore 
focus on the significant values these buildings possess. (Figure E-5 & E-6) 


According to the Summary Impact Matrix for the Mohawk Site (Figure E-7), 537 Main 
Street (Grever’s Florist) is considered to be important because it is representative of a 
building type that played a significant role in Buffalo’s development and its scale on the 
street. This building would be impacted if any link is made across Main Street to connect 

t 

the proposed Convention Center to the existing Hyatt Hotel. The State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) has identified this as one of the certified eligible properties 
within the site boundary. Additionally, 510 Washington Street has been deemed 
significant on the Summary Impact Matrix because of its materials, with the original 
concrete and brick facade virtually unchanged since its construction. This building 
would be impacted because is it across the street from any proposed development on the 
Convention Center site and may be impacted by a link across to Main Street. 

On the site proper, 25 E. Huron Street (The Bums Building), 499-501 Washington Street 
(Holing Press) and 321 Ellicott Street have been given significance because the materials 
used are significant and the building type is indicative of the development of Buffalo. 
Both 25 El Huron and 499-501 Washington Streets have been certified eligible by the 
SHPO. 6 Blossom Alley is significant because of the use of materials. Additionally, this 
is the lone remaining stable building in Downtown Buffalo. As such, it has been certified 
eligible by the SHPO. Scale of the structure was considered moderately important for the 
following structures: 515, 517, 519 and 521-525 Washington Streets; 285-301, 321, and 
329-331 Ellicott; and 6 Blossom. 

Finally, the location of the City of Buffalo Fire Alarm Headquarters is directly in the 
middle of the site. Relocation of the facility has not been deemed an option and it must 
be incorporated into the lowest level of convention center construction. 
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Impact on Adjacent Structures: 


An assessment of the impact of the proposed convention center development on the 
structures adjacent to the Mohawk Site must focus on the significant values that any or all 
of these buildings possess. Delineating these significant values will achieve a better 
understanding of the possible adverse impacts the convention center may have on these 
adjacent structures. Figure E-6 highlights the significant architectural, cultural and 
community values of these adjacent buildings. Since this matrix was weighted according 
to the concerns of various community and preservation groups, it also represents the 
concerns of these groups regarding the relationship the convention center development 
will have on the buildings adjacent to the site. The purpose of this section was to 
delineate historic preservation and urban planning concerns relative to significant values; 
possible mitigation measures to alleviate these impacts will be dealt with in a later section 
of the report. 

A major concern to all interested parties is the enormous scale of the proposed 
convention center relative to most of the adjacent buildings. The structure proposed in a 
vertically oriented, three-level scheme would be comparable in height to 499 Washington 
Street (Holling Press) and 5 blocks in size. Virtually every building in the adjacent site 
area was considered important because of its scale and the proposed convention center 
would overwhelm the buildings adjacent to it. Additionally, 12 buildings are considered 
important because of materials and 10 are considered significant because they represent 
buildings indicative of Buffalo’s development history. 391 Washington Street is not 
only considered important for the reasons specified above, but because of its association 
with Mary Bethune, it’s architect and the first woman AIA member. 36 Broadway is 
also considered importance because of its association with noted artist Charles 
Burchfield, as the subject of one of his paintings. 

It is difficult to quantify perception of the impact of the convention center on the 
structures, however at this point it may be sufficient to acknowledge the concerns raised. 
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Finally, two structures adjacent to the site, 595 Main and 535 Washington Street, are 
national landmarks because of their prominence architecturally and historically. While 
acknowledging their importance,, the construction of the convention center will not 
diminish the importance of these structures. Additional structures are quantified as 
important because of their materials use, representative nature to downtown development 
and association with lives in the City. 

Impacts on the Theatre District and Joseph Ellicott Historic Districts: 

It is not anticipated that the construction of the convention center would have any 
negative impact on these districts as a whole. The properties in these districts are well 
occupied, so demolition to accommodate parking is not a concern. The districts are far 
enough away to not suffer from the immediate affects of the scale of the proposed 
construction. 



\ 
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14 521 Main 81. Inc. 33 East Huron Street 337 Elttccxt Street 34 First Insurance Plara Associates 
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313 Mam Street 29 Sonnes berget, Ray L. 42 Fcrgnsoa Elec Const Co lac. 5 6 Broadway D 

338 E //con Strew 329 Eltcott Stree t 














MATRIX OF ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY / CULTURAL VALUES / COMMUNITY VALUES FOR BUILDINGS Oh 

SITE 

ADDRESS 

ARCHITEC 

TURAL INTEGRITY 
INTACT) 

CULTURAL VALUES 

COMMUNITY 

VALUES 

< 

h- 

O 

J— 

DESIGN 

SETTING 

LOCATION 

MATERIALS 

SCALE 

ASSOC. W/ EVENTS 

ASSOC. W/ LIVES 

HIGH ARTISTIC VALUE 

WORK OF MASTER 

ARCHEOLOGICAL VALUE 

REPRESENTATIVE 

DEVELOPMENT POTENTIA 

1 537 Main Street 














Retail 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

12 

2 5 Genesee Street 














Restaurant 

0 

2 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

9 

3 7 Genesee Street 














Restaurant 

0 

2 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

9 

4 9 Genesee Street 














Retail 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

1 

13 

5 '11 Genesee Street 














.Office 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 . 

0 

0 

2 

1 

13 

6 5 E. Huron Street 














Retail 

2 

2 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

10 

7 ' 535 Main Street 














Retail 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

10 

8 510 Washington Street 














'Vacant 

1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

10 

9 531-533 Main Street 














' Restaurant/Vacant 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

14 

10 531 Main/504-508 














Washington 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

14 

11 ,525 Main Street 














, Restaurant 

1 

2 

2 

0 . 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

10 

12 523 Main Street 















2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

. 0 

2 

2 

14 

13 500 Washington Street 















1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

11 

14 521 Main Street 















0 

2 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

8 

15 515 - 517 Main Street 














Vacant 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

14 

16 ! 505 Main Street 














'Retail 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

3 

17 1501 Main Street 















1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

7 

18 495 Main Street 















0 

1 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

4 

19 511-513 Main Street 














Vacant Lot 







NOT REVIEWED 





20 521-525 Main Street 














Office 

1 . 

2 

1 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

10 

21 519 Washington St. 














Use Unknown 

1 

2 

1 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

9 

22 517 Washington Street 














Restaurant 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

9 

23 515 Washington Street 














Parking Lot 







NOT REVIEWED 





24 23-25 E. Huron Street 














Office 

2 

1 

1 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

12 

25 31 E. Huron Street 














Parking Lot/Vacant 







NOT REVIEWED 
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Figure E-6 

















MATRIX OF ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY / CULTURAL VALUES / COMMUNITY VALUES FOR BUILDINGS Oh 

SITE 


ARCHITEC 

TURAL INTEGRITY 
INTACT) 

CULTURAL VALUES 

COMMUNITY 

VALUES 


ADDRESS 

DESIGN 

SETTING 

LOCATION 

MATERIALS 

SCALE 

ASSOC. W/ EVENTS 

ASSOC. W/ LIVES 

HIGH ARTISTIC VALUE 

WORK OF MASTER 

ARCHEOLOGICAL VALUE 

REPRESENTATIVE 

DEVELOPMENT POTENTIA 

TOTAL 

26 33 E. Huron Street 
Parking LotA/acant 







NOT REVIEWED 





27 35 E. Huron Street 
Parking LotA/acant 







NOT REVIEWED 





28 348 Ellicott 














Vacant 

1 

0 

0 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

6 

29 338 Ellicott Street 
Manu/Office 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

30 501-499 Washington St. 
Vacant / Manuf. 

2 

1 

1 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

12 

31 332-335 Ellicott Street 
Municipal Alarm Sta. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

4 

32 477 Washington Street 
Parking Ramp 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33 i 465 Washington Street 
Education 

2 

1 

1 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

2 

2 

14 

34 '45-47 E. Mohawk St. 
Bar/Vacant 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

8 

35 {302 Ellicott/51 E Mohawk 
' Bar/Rooming 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

14 

36 : 296 Ellicott Street 

Bar/Rooming (part of 35) 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

14 

37 1290 Ellicott Street 
i Vacant Lot 







NOT REVIEWED 





38 ! 457 Washington Street 














Parking / Vacant 







NOT REVIEWED 





39 20 Broadway 














■ Parking / Vacant 







NOT REVIEWED 





40 i 337 Ellicott Street 
Telephone Garage 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

3 

41 75 E. Huron Street 














'Parking 







NOT REVIEWED 





42 '329-331 Ellicott St. 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

1 

12 

42A : 325-327 Ellicott St. 

1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

8 

43 '321 Ellicott Street 

2 

1 

1 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

12 

44 ,317 Ellicott Street 

Parking 







NOT REVIEWED 





45 6 Blossom St. 














(333 Ellicott) 

1 

1 

0 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

9 

46 198 Oak Street 

Auto Repair 

1 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

8 

47 303 Ellicott Street 

Parking w/ small struct. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

48 285-301 Ellicott Street 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

11 

49 4 Blossom 







Part of 50 Broadway 





50 2 Blossom 















0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

6 
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1 
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Figure E-6 
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51 36 Broadway 














Office/Vacant 

2 

1 

2 

1 

2 

0 

1 

2 

0 

0 

2 

2 

15 

52 42 Broadway 














1 1 Story Retail 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

3 

53 50 Broadway 














2 Story Vacant 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

9 

54 180 Oak Street 














Parking / w/office 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 

55 1 56 Broadway 














Parking 







NOT REVIEWED 





IMPACTED BUILINGS OFF SITE 

A 595 Main Street 



- 











Bank 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

0 

2 

2 

0 

2 

2 

19 

B 535 Washington St. 














.Niagara Mohawk Bldg. 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

0 

2 

2 

0 

2 

2 

19 

C '365 Ellicott Street 















1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

10 

D : 367 Ellicott Street 














, Retail / Office 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

11 

E 52 E. Huron/371 Ellicott 














1 Parking 







NOT REVIEWED 





F Parking 





















NOT REVIEWED 





G Parking 





















NOT REVIEWED 





H Parking 





















NOT REVIEWED 





1 70-76 E. Huron Street 














: Charity 

2 

1 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

13 

J '245 Oak Street 















0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

K 217 Oak Street 















0 
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0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

L Parking 





















NOT REVIEWED 





M , 65 Broadway 














Service Station 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0. 

0 

N Buffalo Erie County 














Public Library 

1 

0 

2 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

2 

10 

6 Parking 





















NOT REVIEWED 





P 391 Washington Street _ 














Hotel 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

2 

2 

0 

2 

2 

21 

Q 395-409 Main Street 














Brisbane Building 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

2 

2 

17 

R 432-444 Main Street 














Delaware North 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 

2 

14 

S 447-455 Main Street 















0 

1 

1 

1 

2 

0 1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 

2 

10 

T 12-16 Lafayette Sg. 














Rand Building 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

2 

1 

0 

2 

2 

17 






LEGEND 







0 = No Value 




i 

= Moderate Value 



2 

= High 

Value 
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Figure E-6 











MATRIX OF ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY / CULTURAL VALUES / COMMUNITY VALUES FOR BUILDINGS 01* 

SITE 


ARCHITEC 

TURAL INTEGRITY 
INTACT) 


CULTURAL VALUES 


COMMUNITY 

VALUES 


ADDRESS 

DESIGN 

SETTING 

LOCATION 

MATERIALS 

SCALE 

ASSOC. W/ EVENTS 

ASSOC. W/ LIVES 

HIGH ARTISTIC VALUE 

WORK OF MASTER 

ARCHEOLOGICAL VALUE 

REPRESENTATIVE 

DEVELOPMENT POTENTIA 

TOTAL 

U 465 Main Street 

15 Mohawk 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

13 

V 15 Mohawk 

Vacant 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

13 

W 11-13 Mohawk Street 
Entertainment/Office 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

1 

12 

X 475 Main Street 

0 

2 

2 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

6 

V 477 Main Street 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

11 

Z 483-487 Main Street 
Vacant 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

14 

AA 446 Main St/255 Peart 
.Office 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

11 

BB '450 Main Street 

! Former Baker Shoes/Vacant 

0 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

4 

CC ! 456 Main Street 

Courtyard Mall 

0 

2 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

1 

9 

DD i472 Main Street 

I Retail / Vacant 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 

2 

13 

EE 1478 Main Street 
! Offices 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

1 

2 

14 

FF ;496 Main Street 
Restaurant / Vacant 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

12 

GG i 500 Main Street 

1 Former Berger's 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

‘ 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

2 

15 

HH ! 510 Main Street 

1 Former Berger’s 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

2 

15 

II 1520-522 Main Street 
IGamblin Jewelers 

0 

2 

2 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

7 

JJ i Hyatt Hotel 

2 

i 

2 

2 

2 

0 

1 

2 

2 

0 

2 

2 

18 

KK i Fleet Bank 

1 

0 

0 

1 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

2 

8 

LL Lafayette Sguare 
Monument 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

15 






LEGEND 







0 = No Value 




i 

= Moderate Value 



2 

= High 

Value 
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Figure E-6 
















MATRIX OF ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY / CULTURAL VALUES / COMMUNITY VALUES 

SITE 


ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY 
(INTACT) 


CULTURAL VALUES 



FOR BUILDINGS ON MOHAWK 


COMMUNITY 

VALUES 


< 


BLUEFORM 

Y/N 



_L 

1 .537 Main Street 


Mi 













Retail 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

12 

Y 

2 5 Genesee Street 















Restaurant 

0 

2 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

9 

N 

3 7 Genesee Street 

Restaurant 

0 

2 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

9 

N 

4 9 Genesee Street 

Retail 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

1 

13 

N 

5 11 Genesee Street 

Office 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

1 

_13_ 

N 

6 '5 E. Huron Street 

Retail 

2 

2 

2 

0 

2 

' 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

10 

N 

7 535 Main Street 

Retail 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

10 

N 

8 510 Washington Street 

Vacant 

1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

10 

Y 

9 531-533 Main Street 

Restaurant/Vacant 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

14 

Y 

10 531 Main/504-508 
Washington 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

14 

Y 

11 525 Main Street 
Restaurant 

1 

2 

2 

0 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

t 

2 ! 

10 

Y 

12 523 Main Street 












: 




2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 j 

14 

N 

13 .500 Washington Street 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

11 

N 

14 521 Main Street 



; 









1 




0 

2 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

i : 

8 

N 

15 ;515 - 517 Main Street 












1 



Vacant 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

; o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 i 

14 

N 

16 505 Main Street 

Retail 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

i 

: 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

3 

N 

17 501 Main Street 



• 



i 










1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

7 

N 

18 495 Main Street 












' 




0 

1 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

4 

N 

19 511-513 Main Street 















Vacant Lot 







NOT REVIEWED 






20 521-525 Main Street 

Office 

1 

2 

1 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

10 

Y 

21 519 Washington St. 

Use Unknown 

1 

2 

1 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

9 

N 

22 517 Washington Street 















Restaurant 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

9 

N 

23 515 Washington Street 
Parking Lot 







NOT REVIEWED 






24 23-25 E. Huron Street 















Office 

2 

1 

1 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

12 

Y 

25 31 E. Huron Street 















Parking Lot/Vacant 







NOT REVIEWED 












LEGEND 























0 = No Value 





1 = Moderate Value 




2 = High 

Value 
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Figure E-6 































MATRIX OF ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY / CULTURAL VALUES / COMMUNITY VALUES 

SITE 



ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY 
INTACT) 


CULTURAL VALUES 


< uj 

o b 

o < 



26 33 E. Huron Street 

_Parking Lot/Vacant_ 

27 35 E. H uron Street _ 

_ Parkin g L otA/acan t 

28 348 Ellicott _ 

Vaca nt 

’ 29 338 Ellic ott S tree t 
_Manu/Office 

30 501- 499 W ashington St^ 

_Vacant / Manuf._ 

31 .332-335 E lli cott Stree t ~ 

_ j Munic ipal Alarm Sta._ 

32 477 W ashington Street 
_ P arkin g Ram p 

33 4 65 W a shin gt on S treet . 

, Education _ 

34 "' 45-47 E. Mohawk St. : 

_i B arA/acant _j 

35 1 302 Ellic ott/51 E Moha wk 

Bar/Rooming _ 


36 ;296 Ellicott Street _. 

Bar/Rooming ( part of 35 ) 

37 290 Ellicott Street 

j_: Vacant L ot_ 

38 1 457 Washin gto n Street I 

_Parking / Vacant_ j 

39 ' 20 Broadway j 


UJ 


D 


< 

q: 

> 

LU 

O 

CO 

J— 

< 

CO 

2 


u. 

a: 

o 

< 

* 

X 

cc 

o 

o 

X 

5 



FOR BUILDINGS ON MOHAWK 


COMMUNITY 

VALUES 




BLUEFORM 

Y/N 



NOT REVIEWED 


NOT REVIEWED 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

6 

N 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

N 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

12 

Y 

0 

0 

0 ! 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

4 

N 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0_ t 

0 

N 

2 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

2 

2 

14 

Y 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

8 

N 

2 

1 

2 

0 ' 

0 

0 

2 • 

2 

14 

Y 

2 

1 

i 

2 i 

0 ' 

0 

0 

2 

2 

! 1 

: 14 , 

Y 


NOT REVIEWED 
NOT REVIEWED 
NOT REVIEWED 


40 337 Ellicott Street 

.Telephone Garage 1 0 

1 

1 

0 

0 0 

o 

o 

o 

0 ; 

0 

i ! 

3 i 

N 

41 75 E. Huron Street 1 

Parking i 





NOT REVIEWED 






42 1329-331 Ellicott St. 

1 1 

2 

2 

2 

2 0 

o 

o 

o 

0 

2 

i 

12 ' 

N 

42A 325-327 Ellicott St. 

1 

2 

1 

2 

1 0 

0 0 0 

0 

0 

i 

8 

N 

43 321 Ellicott Street 

2 

1 

1 

2 

2 0 

0 i 0 0 

0 

2 

i 

2 

12 

Y 

44 317 Ellicott Street 

Parkinq 




■ 

NOT REVIEWED 






45 6 Blossom St. 

(333 Ellicott) 1 

1 

0 

2 

2 0 

o 

° 

o 

1 

1 

1 

9 

Y 

46 198 Oak Street 

Auto Repair 1 

0 

1 

1 

1 0 

0 0 0 

0 

2 

2 

8 

Y 

47 303 Ellicott Street 











Parkinq w/ small struct. 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 0 

O 

O 

o 

1 

0 

0 

1 

N 

48 285-301 Ellicott Street 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 0 

0 0 0 

0 

2 

2 

11 

Y 

49 4 Blossom 





Part of 50 Broadway 






50 2 Blossom 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 0 

0 0 0 

0 

1 

1 

6 


V 




LEGEND 






0 = No Value 




1 = Moderate Value 


2 

= High 

Value 




Figure E-6 








































MATRIX OF ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY / CULTURAL VALUES / COMMUNITY VALUES 

SITE 


ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY 
INTACT) 



CULTURAL VALUES 


UJ O 

Cj o 

< 
o 

CO 



FOR BUILDINGS ON MOHAWK 


COMMUNITY 

VALUES 


< 


UJ CL 

CO O 

UJ J 

CC UJ 

CL > 

111 UJ 

a. a 


BLUEFORM 

Y/N 


51 36 Broadwa y_ 

_ Offi ce/Vacan t 

52 42 Broadwa y 

_ 1 Story Reta il_ 

53 50 Broadwa y 
_2 Story Vacan t 

54 1 80 Oak Street 
_ Parking / w/office 

55 . 56 Broad way 


NOT REVIEWED 


IMPACTED BUILINGS OFF SITE 

A 595 Main Street 

Bank 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

0 ' 2 2 

0 

2 

2 

19 

Y 

B 1535 Washington St. 

'Niagara Mohawk Bldg. 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

0 2 2 

0 

2 

2 

19 

Y 

C 1365 Ellicott Street 

i 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

0 ' 0 0 

0 

1 

2 

10 

Y 

D i 367 Ellicott Street 

Retail / Office 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

' 1 

0 i 0 0 

0 

1 

2 

11 1 

Y 

E : 52 E. Huron/371 Ellicott 

1 Parking 







NOT REVIEWED 






F ; Parking 







NOT REVIEWED 






G Parking 







NOT REVIEWED 






H Parking 







NOT REVIEWED 






1 ; 70-76 E. Huron Street ' 

! Charity 

2 

1 

2 

2 

2 

0 

o 

o 

o 

0 

2 

! 2 

13 j 

Y 

J 245 Oak Street 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

: o 

0 0 ! 0 

0 

' 0 

1 

i 0 

o : 

N 

K 1 217 Oak Street 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

i 0 

o 

o 

o 

0 

0 

i 0 

0 

N 

L ' Parking 







NOT REVIEWED 






M 65 Broadway 

Service Station 

0 

0 : 

0 

0 

0 

■ 

0 

0 0 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

N 

N .Buffalo Erie County 

Public Library 

1 

0 

2 

1 

2 

1 

0 

0 0 1 

0 

1 

2 

10 

N 

0 Parking 







NOT REVIEWED 






P 391 Washington Street 

Hotel 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 2 2 

0 

2 

2 

21 

Y 

Q 395-409 Main Street 
Brisbane Building 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

1 1 1 

0 

2 

2 

17 

N 

R 432-444 Main Street 
Delaware North 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 1 0 

0 

2 

2 

14 

N 

S 447-455 Main Street 

0 

1 

1 

1 

2 

0 

0 1 0 

0 

2 

2 

10 , 

N 

T 12-16 Lafayette Sg. 

Rand Building 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 2 1 

0 

2 

2 

17 

Y 


0 = No Value 


LEGEND 

1 = Moderate Value 


2 = High Value 
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Figure E-6 






































MATRIX OF ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY / CULTURAL VALUES / COMMUNITY VALUES 

SITE 


ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY 
(INTACT) 


CULTURAL VALUES 



FOR BUILDINGS ON MOHAWK 


COMMUNITY 

VALUES 


< 


LU Q. 

CO O 

uj rl 

CL UJ 


BLUEFORM 

Y/N 


U 465 Main Street 

15 Mohawk 1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

.0 

1 

2 

13 

Y 

V 15 Mohawk 

Vacant 1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

13 . 

N 

W 11-13 Mohawk Street 

Entertainment/Office 1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

1 

12 

N 

X 475 Main Street 

0 

2 

2 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

6 

N 

Y 477 Main Street 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

11 

N 

Z 483-487 Main Street 

Vacant 2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

14 

Y 

AA ,446 Main St/255 Pearl 

Office 1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

11 

N 

BB 450 Main Street 

Former Baker Shoes/Vacant 0 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

4 ■ 

N 

CC 456 Main Street 

Courtyard Mall 0 

2 

2 

0 

2 

! 0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

1 ! 

9 

Y 

DD ,472 Main Street 

, Retail / Vacant 1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

' 0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 

2 ’ 

1 

13 i 

Y 

EE 478 Main Street 

, Offices 1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

1 : 

' 0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

1 

2 , 

i 

14 , 

Y 

FF 496 Main Street 

Restaurant / Vacant 1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

12 

Y 

GG 500 Main Street 

Former Berger's 2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

2 1 

15 

Y 

HH 510 Main Street 

Former Berger's ! 2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

! 0 

1 ; 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

2 | 

15 i 

Y 

II j 520-522 Main Street 

iGamblin Jewelers 0 

2 

2 

0 

1 

J i 

S o , 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

i 

1 

i 

7 : 

N 

JJ 1 Hyatt Hotel 

2 

1 

2 

2 

2 

'■ 0 

1 

2 

2 

0 

2 

2 ‘ 

18 

N 

KK Fleet Bank 

1 

0 

0 

1 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

2 

8 

N 

LL . Lafayette Sguare 

■ Monument 2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 1 

15 

N 






LEGEND 























0 = No Value 





1 = Moderate Value 




2 

b High 

Value 
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Figure E-6 
































SUMMARY IMPACT MATRIX OF THE MOHAWK SITE 


ADDRESS 

ARCHITEC 

TURAL INTEGRITY 
INTACT) 

CULTURAL VALUES 

COMMUNITY 

VALUES 

DESIGN (1) 

SETTING (1) 

LOCATION (1) 

MATERIALS (3) 

s 

LU 

-J 

< 

O 

W 

CO 

co 

H 

2 

LU 

> 

LU 

§ 

d 

o 

CO 

CO 

< 

ASSOC. W/LIVES (1) 

HIGH ARTISTIC VALUE (1) 

WORK OF MASTER (1) 

ARCHEOLOGICAL VALUE (1) 

2 

LU 

> 

1- 

< 

1- 

2 

LU 

CO 

LU 

cn 

a. 

LU 

a: 

DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL (1 

1 

537 Main Street 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 


Retail 

1 

2 

2 

3 

*: 6~!~ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


2 

2 

5 Genesee Street 

0 

2 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 


0 

1 

2 


Restaurant 

0 

2 

2 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

2 

3 

7 Genesee Street 

0 

2 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 


Restaurant 

0 

2 

2 

0 

JFSSST 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

2 

4 

9 Genesee Street 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

1 


Retail 

2 

2 

2 

TTp-T 

vT6 .? 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6 > 

1 

5 

1 11 Genesee Street 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

1 


: Office 

2 

2 

2 

TT Ti™ 

■t "6 -'; 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

T6T 

1 

6 

5 E. Huron Street 

2 

2 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 


Retail 

2 

- 2 

2 

0 

.'■.'••er" 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

1 

7 

535 Main Street 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 


Retail 

1 

2 

2 

3 

' -6 " 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

1 

8 

j 510 Washington Street 

1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 


Vacant 

1 

2 

1 

:y 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

2 

9 

1531-533 Main Street 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 


i Restaurant/Vacant 

2 

2 

2 



0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


2 

10 

531 Main/504-508 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 


1 Washington 

2 

2 

2 



0 

0 

0 

0 

6 

6 

2 

11 

525 Main Street 

1 

2 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 


Restaurant 

1 

2 

2 

0 

•' 6": " 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

2 

12 

523 Main Street 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 


• 

2 

2 

2 

K 6 :> 

; ;T6T r 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

,^6‘t 

2 

13 

■ 500 Washington Street 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 



1 

1 

1 



0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6 

2 

14 

521 Main Street 

0 

2 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

i 

1 


j 

0 

2 

2 

0 

.• . 6: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

1 

15 

515-517 Main Street 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 


Vacant 

2 

2 

2 

- 6 : 

6 ■ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6 " > 

2 

16 

505 Main Street 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 


Retail 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1501 Main Street 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 



1 

1 

1 

3 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

1 

18 

495 Main Street 

0 

1 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 



0 

1 

1 

0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 


19 511-513Main Street 


Vacant Lot 


NOT REVIEWED 


LEGEND 


Numbers shown for each building represent the perceived value of each structure multiplied by the weighting 
factor for the criteria listed under architectural integrity, cultural values and community values. 


VALUES FOR STRUCTURES: 


WEIGHTING FACTORS: 


0 = No Value 


1 


Minor Importance 


1 = Moderate Value 


3 - Moderate Importance 


2 = Hi g h V alue 


5 = Major Importance 


The total impact on each building is quantified by multiplying the value assigned to the structure by the 

wei ghting fac tor s. I mp acts are as follows: _ 

(designated by cell ,>: 'pfpp 


0-2 


Minor 


2-5 = Moderate 


■10 = Major 
shading - example to the right) 
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Figure E-7 


















SUMMARY IMPACT MATRIX OF THE MOHAWK SITE 


ADDRESS 

ARCHITEC 

TURAL INTEGRITY 
(INTACT) 

CULTURAL VALUES 

COMMUNITY 

VALUES 

DESIGN (1) 

SETTING (1) 

z 

o 

< 

o 

o 

_J 

MATERIALS (3) 

s 

HI 

< 

O 

CO 

ASSOC. W/ EVENTS (3) 

ASSOC. W/LIVES (1) 

HIGH ARTISTIC VALUE (1) 

WORK OF MASTER (1) 

ARCHEOLOGICAL VALUE (1) 

REPRESENTATIVE (3) 

DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL (1 

20 521-525 Main Street 

1 

2 

1 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

Office 

1 

2 

1 

3 

' 6 ■ : 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

2 

21 519 Washington St. 

1 

2 

1 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

Use Unknown 

1 

2 

1 

3 

6V: ' 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o' 

3 

1 

22 517 Washington Street 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

Restaurant 

1 

1 

1 

3 

" 6 . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6 

3 

2 

23 515 Washington Street 













Parking Lot 






NOT REVIEWED 





24 23-25 E. Huron Street 

2 

1 

1 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

Office 

2 

1 

1 

. ; O 'v 

^632 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

• r; 6 •" 

2 

25 31 E. Huron Street 













Parking Lot/Vacant 






NOT REVIEWED 





26 33 E. Huron Street 













, Parking Lot/Vacant 






NOT REVIEWED 





27 35 E. Huron Street 













Parking Lot/Vacant 





NOT REVIEWED 





28 ! 348 Ellicott 

1 

0 

0 

i 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 Vacant 

1 

0 

0 

3 

iT’TfTT 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

1 

29 ,338 Ellicott Street 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

! Manu/Office 

1 

0 

0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30 1501-499 Washington St. 

2 

1 

1 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

1 Vacant / Manuf. 

2 

1 

1 


<■■"6:-'' 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

77 6(3 

2 

31 1 332-335 Ellicott Street 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

Municipal Alarm Sta. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

j7r6." 

2 

32 477 Washington Street 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 Parking Ramp 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

33 (465 Washington Street 

2 

1 

1 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

2 

2 

1 Education 

2 

1 

1 


-6"'- 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 


2 

34 145-47 E. Mohawk St. 

1 

1 

1 

1 

i 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

i 

2 

! Bar/Vacant 

1 

1 

1 

3 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

2 

35 !302 Ellicott/51 E Mohawk 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

i Bar/Rooming 

1 

1 

1 

6 ~ 

-6- 

3 

2 

0 

0 

0 

: 6 

2 

36 1296 Ellicott Street 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

: Bar/Rooming (part of 35) 

1 

1 

1 

6 

rT6 ; 

3 

2 

0 

0 

0 

3 '6 ” 

2 

37 i 290 Ellicott Street 













I Vacant Lot 





NOT REVIEWED 






38 457 Washington Street 













' Parking / Vacant 





NOT REVIEWED 







LEGEND 


Numbers shown for each building represent the perceived value of each structure multiplied by the weighting 
factor for the criteria listed under architectural integrity, cultural values and community values. 

_ VALUES FOR STRUCTURES: _ _ __ _ _ WEIGHTING FACTORS: _ 

___6_= No Value____ __ 1 = M inor Importance 

_•_1_= Moderate Value__ ___3 ■= Moder a te Importanc e 

_______2 = Hig h Value _5 = Ma j or Importanc e _ _ 

The total impact on each building is quantified by multiplying the value assigned to the structure by the 

__ weighting factors. Im pacts are as follow s: _ 

0-2 = Minor 2-5 = Moderate 5-10 = Major (designated by cell 'zWf'jf-L 

shading - example to the right) 
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SUMMARY IMPACT MATRIX OF THE MOHAWK SITE 


ADDRESS 

ARCHITEC 

TURAL INTEGRITY 
INTACT) 

CULTURAL VALUES 

COMMUNITY 

VALUES 

DESIGN (1) 

SETTING (1) 

LOCATION (1) 

_ 

MATERIALS (3) 

SCALE (3) 

ASSOC. W/ EVENTS (3) 

ASSOC. W/ LIVES (1) 

HIGH ARTISTIC VALUE (1) 

WORK OF MASTER (1) 

ARCHEOLOGICAL VALUE (1) 

REPRESENTATIVE (3) 

DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL (1 

39 20 Broadway 













Parking / Vacant 






NOT REVIEWED 





40 337 Ellicott Street 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Telephone Garaqe 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

41 75 E. Huron Street 













Parking 






NOT REVIEWED 





42 329-331 Ellicott St. 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

1 


1 

2 

2 

" ~6-"~ 

-v 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4v- 6 ' ' 

1 

42A 325-327 Ellicott St. 

1 

2 

1 

2 

i 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 


1 

2 

1 

-'16‘5 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

o 

1 

43 321 Ellicott Street 

2 

• 1 

1 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 


2 

1 

1 

< 

? ~ 6'' . 

6 

6 

0 

0 

6 

6 . 

2 

44 .317 Ellicott Street 













Parking 






NOT REVIEWED 





45 6 Blossom St. 

1 

1 

0 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

(333 Ellicott) 

1 

1 

0 

• 6 • =; 


0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

3 

1 

46 198 Oak Street 

1 

0 

1 

i 

i 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

Auto Repair 

1 

0 

1 

3 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

■""IT--' 

2 

47 303 Ellicott Street 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 Parking w/ small struct. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

48 285-301 Ellicott Street 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 


1 

1 

1 


3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


2 

49 4 Blossom 

Part 

of 

50 

Broad 

way 





















50 2 Blossom 

0 

i 

1 

1 

i 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 


0 

i 

1 

3 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

1 

51 36 Broadway 

2 

i 

2 

1 

2 

0 

1 

2 

0 

0 

2 

2 

’ Office/Vacant 

2 

i 

2 

3 


0 

1 

2 

0 

0 


2 

52 42 Broadway 

0 

i 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

' 1 Story Retail 

0 

i 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

53 1 50 Broadway 

1 

i 

1 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

2 Story Vacant 

1 

i 

1 

3 

. . 6 -' 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

2 

54 .180 Oak Street 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

, Parking / w/office 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

55 56 Broadway 













Parking 






NOT REVIEWED 






LEGEND 


Numbers shown for each building represent the perceived value of each structure multiplied by the weighting 
factor for the criteria listed under architectural integrity, cultural values and community values. 

VALUES F OR STRUCTURE S:_ _ _ WEIGHTING FACTORS :_ 

0 = No _ Value __ _ ... _1_= Minor Im p ortance _ 

_ T = Mode rate Value _ _ _3 = Moderate Im po rtance _ 

_2 = Hig h Va lue__._ 5 = Ma jor Im p ortanc e_ : _ 

The total impact on each building is quantified by multiplying the value assigned to the structure by the 

_ _ wei ghting factors. Im pacts are as follows: ____ 

0-2 = Minor 2-5 = Moderate 5-10 = Major (designated by cell 

shading - example to the right) 
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Figure E-7 






SUMMARY IMPACT MATRIX OF THE MOHAWK SITE 


ADDRESS 

ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY 
(INTACT) 

CULTURAL VALUES 

COMMUNITY 

VALUES 

DESIGN (1) 

o 

2 

t= 

ftU 

C/) 

z 

o 

H 

< 

o 

o 

_J 

CO 

_i 

< 

a: 

Ul 

< 

S 

3 

LU 

_l 

< 

o 

CO 

ASSOC. W/ EVENTS (3) 

ASSOC. W/LIVES (1) 

HIGH ARTISTIC VALUE (1) 

WORK OF MASTER (1) 

ARCHEOLOGICAL VALUE (1) 

3 

UJ 

> 

<: 

i- 

z 

UJ 

CO 

UJ 

a: 

a. 

Ul 

a : 

DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL (1 

A 

595 Main Street 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

0 

2 

2 

0 

2 

2 

Bank 

2 

2 

2 

YfrP 

r -%6- •••* 

3 

0 

2 

2 

0 

?T§W 

2 

B 

535 Washington St. 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

0 

2 

2 

0 

2 

2 

Niagara Mohawk Bldg. 

2 

2 

2 

"KiW. 


3 

0 

2 

2 

0 

. v3F?. 

2 

C 

365 Ellicott Street 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 


1 

1 

1 

3 

TITS' 

3 

0 

0 

6 

0 

3 

2 

D 

367 Ellicott Street 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

Retail / Office 

1 

1 

1 

.T’.sST 


3 

0 

0 

0 . 

0 

3 

2 

E 

52 E. Huron/371 Ellicott 

NOT REVIEWED 

Parking 

F 

Parking 

NOT REVIEWED 

G 

Parking 




NOT REVIEWED 

H 

Parking 



NOT REVIEWED 


1 

70-76 E. Huron Street 

2 

1 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

Charity 

2 

1 

2 


SA6Y 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

?>.';■ 6®jf 

. 2 

J 

245 Oak Street 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

K 

217 Oak Street 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

L 

Parking 

NOT REVIEWED 


M 

65 Broadway 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Service Station 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

N 

Buffalo Erie County 

1 

0 

2 

i 

2 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

2 

Public Library 

1 

0 

2 

3 


0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

3 

2 

0 

Parking 

NOT REVIEWED 


P 

391 Washington Street 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

2 

2 

0 

2 

2 

Hotel 

2 

2 

2 


-• --6 Y 


1 

2 

2 

0 

;V' r fg, 

2 

Q 

395-409 Main Street 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

2 

2 

Brisbane Building 

2 

2 

2 


r v6 ! V!' 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

yb-T 

2 

R 

432-444 Main Street 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 

2 

Delaware North 

1 

2 

2 

Y 6 

Y6T 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 


2 

S 

447-455 Main Street 

0 

■ 1 

1 

1 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 

2 


0 

1 

1 

3 

...6" 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

6 

2 


LEGEND 


Numbers shown for each building represent the perceived value of each structure multiplied by the weighting 
factor for the criteria listed under architectural integrity, cultural values and community values. 

_ VALUES FOR STRUCTURES: .._. ... WEIGHTING FACTORS: _ 

0 = No Value _1 = Minor Im p ortance _ 

. 1~ ~=~Moderate~VaIue " _; _3 = Moderate Importance _ 

'_ 2 = High Value ___ ._ 5 = Ma jor Importance_ 

The total impact on each building is quantified by multiplying the value assigned to the structure by the 

weighting factors. Impacts are as follows:_ 

0 -2=Minor ~ 2-5 = Moderate 5-10 = Major (designated by cell 

shading - example to the right) 
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Figure E-7 













SUMMARY IMPACT MATRiX OF THE MOHAWK SITE 


ADDRESS 

ARCHITEC 

TURAL INTEGRITY 
INTACT) 

CULTURAL VALUES 

COMMUNITY 

VALUES 

z 

O 

CO 

Lii 

Q 

SETTING (1) 

LOCATION (1) 

CO 

CO 

< 

a 

ID 

H 

< 

CO 

Ui 

-J 

< 

O 

C/3 

ASSOC. W/ EVENTS (3) 

ASSOC. W/LIVES (1) 

HIGH ARTISTIC VALUE (1) 

WORK OF MASTER (1) 

ARCHEOLOGICAL VALUE (1) 

g 

LU 

> 

£ 

z 

ui 

CO 

LU 

CC 

CL 

LU 

CC 

-J 

< 

H 

Z 

LU 

h* 

o 

0. 

h- 

z 

LU 

CL 

o 

_l 

LU 

> 

LU 

Q 

T 12-16 Lafayette Sq. 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

2 

1 

0 

2 

2 

Rand Building 

2 

2 

2 

“ 6 

'it-r.O 

0 

0 

2 

1 

0 

, v T 6 !i ?y 

2 

U 465 Main Street 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 


1 

2 

2 

3 

•7 6 " ' 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

3 

2 

V 15 Mohawk 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

Vacant 

1 

2 

2 

~ r ‘ 6 i 

■ . : 6"T. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6 

2 

W 111-13 Mohawk Street 

1 . 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

1 

Entertainment/Office 

1 

2 

2 

vf~6 

677 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

"v~6 

1 

X ’475 Main Street 

0 

2 

2 

0 

. 1. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 


0 

2 

2 

0 

3 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Y '477 Main Street 

2 

. 2 

2 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 


2 

‘ 2 

2 

3 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

2 

Z 483-487 Main Street 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

i Vacant 

2 

2 

2 

TfT” 

• 6 "7 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

O' ’ : 

2 

AA ,446 Main St/255 Pearl 

1 

2 

2 

i 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 

Office 

1 

2 

2 

3 

•■/; 6 ; . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

2 

BB 1450 Main Street 

0 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

• Former Baker Shoes/Vacant 

0 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

CC |456 Main Street 

0 

2 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

1 

1 Courtyard Mall 

0 

2 

2 

0 

TSejEJS 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

1 

DD 1472 Main Street 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 

2 

i Retail / Vacant 

1 

2 

2 

3 


0 

0 

1 

0 

0 


2 

EE ! 478 Main Street 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

i 

2 

1 Offices 

1 

2 

2 

3 


0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

3 

2 

FF 1496 Main Street 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

' Restaurant / Vacant 

1 

2 

2 

3 

■HTTI 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

'■¥6'rJ 

2 

GG 1500 Main Street 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

2 

! Former Berger's 

2 

2 

2 

V- 6 ' 

• i 6 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

3 

2 

HH i 510 Main Street 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

2 

i Former Berger's 

2 

2 

2 

•^T7S57 

6 ' 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

3 

2 

II 1520-522 Main Street 

0 

2 

2 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

iGamblin Jewelers 

0 

2 

2 

0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

1 

JJ ' Hyatt Hotel 

2 

1 

2 

2 

2 

0 

1 

2 

2 

0 

2 

2 


2 

1 

2 

*'•’' 6-'.?* 

77677 

0 

1 

2 

2 

0 

6 7 

2 

KK Fleet Bank 

1 

0 

0 

1 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

2 


1 

0 

0 

3 

' 76 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

3 

2 

LL i Lafayette Square 

2 

. 2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

Monument 

2 

2 

2 


• 6 

3 

1 

2 

0 

0 

3 

0 


LEGEND 


Numbers shown for each building represent the perceived value of each structure multiplied by the weighting 
factor for the criteria listed under architectural integrity, cultural values and community values. 

_ VALUES FOR STRUCTURE S: _ ______ _ WEIGHTING FACTORS: _ 

_ _ 0 = No Value _ _ _ 1 = Minor Importanc e _ 

_ 1 = Moderate Valu e ___ _ _ 3 = Moderate Importanc e_ 

___ 2 - Hi gh Value _ 5 = Ma j or Im portance_ 

The total impact on each building is quantified by multiplying the value assigned to the structure by the 

weighting factors. Impacts are as follows :_ 

6-2 = Minor 2-5 = Moderate 5-10 = Major (designated by cell 

shading - example to the right) Jjjjjjs 
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Figure E-7 






As an alternative to the more vertical orientation of the previous scheme, the project team 
considered the impacts of a more horizontally arranged project. A more horizontal 
building orientation can be achieved in a two-level plan with meeting rooms and parking 
on the first level, exhibition space, meeting and ballroom on the second level. There 
would not be a need for a third level in this scheme. This would create a building 
approximately 70’ high. It would encompass the whole site with little room for proposed 
expansion or future development, with a link to the Hyatt Hotel across Washington and 
Main Streets. Vacant space for future development or expansion is located to the south, 
leaving only a small portion of the north-east comer of Ellicott and Broadway 
undeveloped, and most of the parking lot south of 465 Washington Street vacant. For the 
purposes of discussion, it is assumed that the primary entrance is on or near the south-east 
comer of Washington and Huron Streets. Patron auto/bus drop off is located on 
Washington Street. Access to the loading dock is on Oak Street. The building would 
span Ellicott Street. No determination is made on the entrance or exit locations for first 
level parking. 

Impact on site structures: 

In addition to the impact listed for the previous three-level program, additional structures 
will have to be demolished to facilitate this plan. In all, 100% of the structures on the 
proposed site will require demolition. These include 3 additional structures that SHPO 
has deemed eligible for the National Register: 465 Washington, 303 Ellicott Street 
(Ferguson Electric) and 36 Broadway. The latter is associated with noted artist Charles 
Burchfield as the subject for a painting. Additionally, 285-301, 296 and 302 Ellicott 
Street are moderately important because of their materials and representative value to 
downtown development. (Figure E-5, E-6 & E-7) 

Impact on adjacent structures: 
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The impacts of the two level proposed building on adjacent structures are the same as the 
impacts of the three level program previously discussed. 

Impacts on the Theatre District and Joseph Ellicott Historic Districts: 

It is not anticipated that the construction of the convention center would have any 
negative impact on these districts as a whole. The properties in these districts are well 
occupied, so demolition to accommodate parking is not a concern. The districts are far 
enough away to not suffer from the immediate affects of the scale of the proposed 
construction. 
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Waterfront Site 


Construction on the Waterfront site would be located between Scott and Perry Streets, 
and between Michigan and the HSBC Atrium. It is proposed that some parking would 
be retained for HSBC behind the atrium and that a new access drive might be cut roughly 
in line with Illinois Street. This scheme is a horizontal orientation with meeting rooms 
and exhibit hall on the first level and ballroom on the second level. Loading dock access 
would be from Scott Street. Primary entrances could be located on both Perry Street and 
the new access drive. Expansion space is available the east. The building program 
would require use of the space from Illinois Street to Columbia Street. There is no 
parking or hotel on this site, with space for this development located to the south between 
Mississippi and Michigan Streets. This would create a building approximately 40’ high 
with a 60’ high portion on the west end. (Figure E-8 & E-9) 

Impact on site structures: 

Aside from incidental parking guard booths, there are no structures on the development 
site. 

Impact on adjacent structures and Cobblestone Historic District: 

The project as proposed would have a similar impact on adjacent structures as the recent 
construction of the HSBC Arena. The project would be comparable in height to 79 Perry 
Street, Niagara Insulation. The scale of the adjacent Cobblestone Historic District 
buildings would be somewhat dwarfed, but existing construction at a distance to the site 
is comparable in size. The area would benefit from additional spin-off development 
associated with the convention center as much of the area has been previously razed for 
surface parking. (Figure E-10) 
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WATERFRONT SITE 



Parcel o/Ov n ora h i p/Address 


1 Berkshire Hathaway Inc. 

33 Scoff Street 

2 Erie County Industrial Development Agency 

55 Washington Street 
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Figure E-9 
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Numbers shown for each building represent the perceived value of each structure multiplied by the weighting 
factor for the criteria listed under architectural integrity, cultural values and community values. 


VALUES FOR STRUCTURES: 
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Figure E-10 











EXISTING CONVENTION CENTER SITE - 


Expansion of the existing Convention Center would involve the complex addition of 
exhibit space on the east of the existing building across Pearl Street. This would create a 
multi-level exhibit hall with a ballroom above. It increases the existing convention center 
height by approximately 20-30’, for a total height of approximately 80’. There is no 
additional room for expansion once this proposed expansion would .be undertaken. . 
(Figure E-ll&E-12) 

Impact on site structures: 

This expansion alternative involves the demolition of a minimum of 6 structures on Main 
and Pearl Street. These structures are primarily through-block construction of limited 
value. Of note is 283 Pearl Street, important for its use of materials, and one of the only 
buildings on the site that have not undergone significant alteration over the last 40 years. 
472 Main Street is significant because of its representative nature in the development of 
Buffalo. Previous alterations to the buildings have diminished their development 
potential and the area would benefit from the intervention in construction of the facility 
on this site. While all the buildings proposed for demolition are important because of 
their scale, the proposed convention center expansion is comparable in scale to the 
existing and surround context. (Figure E-13) 


Impact on adjacent structures 


As noted above, the proposed expansion would be in keeping with the scale of the 
surrounding site, as virtually all of the adjacent buildings are considered important 
because of their scale. Additionally, 10 buildings are important for their use of materials: 
The Hyatt Hotel, 500 & 510 Main Street (former Berger’s Department Store), 523, 515- 
517, 483-487, 432-444 and 531-533 Main Street, 17 Court Street and Lafayette Square 
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are considered important because of their materials use. The Hyatt Hotel, 432-444,447- 
455, 496, 515-517, 523, 537 and 531-533 Main Street ad 17 Court Street are also 
important representative buildings. It is expected that the proposed development would 
positively impact the surrounding site. 

The Former YMCA/Olympic Tower would be further compressed by this expansion, 
however. This national landmark’s primary entrance and fa$ade was located on Genesee 
Street. The expansion would eliminate more of the former street that is now a pedestrian 
thoroughfare. 

Impacts on the Joseph Ellicott and Theatre District Historic Districts: 

The existing convention center is not currently perceived as a positive visual influence on 
the surrounding neighborhoods. Renovation of the facility that includes a sensitive 
treatment of the fa$ade would be welcomed as an impact on the adjacent historic districts. 
The scale of the proposed building is in keeping with the scale and density appropriate 
for this district. 

THE MODIFIED NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE - 

Should no expansion of the existing convention center occur, i.e., the No-Action 
Alternative, modifications to the existing facility would have to be made to maintain the 
market share of the facility. Such modifications would have no further adverse impact on 
the adjoining buildings, surrounding neighborhood, or nearby Historic Districts. Any 
required increases in parking could be achieved within the City’s current parking 
expansion plans. 
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EXISTING CONVENTION CENTER SITE 




Porcels/Ownerohlp/Addreos 

1 County at Erls Convention Center 
153 RanMtn street 

2 Mohawk Group 
478 Main Street 

3 Malik. NoooomM. 
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472 Main Street 

6 4668 Gr«4> LP 
460 Main Street 

0 Loo Angeles Holocaust Memorial Monument Fund 

456 Main Street 

7 Rite Aid Center ot Biflolo Inc. *6«S 

450 Main street 



Figure E-l 1 
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Figure E-12 
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Figure E-12 
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0 
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0 
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2 
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2 
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2 

2 

0 

6 

2 

Y 

432-444 Main Street 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 

2 


Delaware North 

1 

2 

2 

O JA‘. 


0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

nr 

2 

z 

17 Court Street 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 

2 



2 

2 

2 

b « 


0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

: 6 

2 


LEGEND 


Numbers shown for each building represent the perceived value of each structure multiplied by the weighting 
factor for the criteria listed under architectural integrity, cultural values and community values. 


VALUE S F OR STRUCTURES: _ _ _ WEIG HTIN G FACTORS: ... 

0 = No Value _ __1 = Mi nor Importance__ 

j = M oderate Valu e ’__ ___ 3 = Moderate Importance_ 

2 = High Value _ _ _ ____ 5 = Ma jor Imp ortan ce___ 

The total impact on each building is quantified by multiplying the value assigned to the structure by the 

weighting factors. Impacts are as follows:_ 

0-2 = Minor 2-5 = Moderate 5-10 = Major (designated by cell 

I shading - example to the right) = Tj.’ 


Page 2 of 3 


Figure E-13 











SUMMARY IMPACT MATRIX OF THE EXISTING CONVENTION CENTER SITE 


ADDRESS 

ARCHITECTURAL INTEGRITY 
(INTACT) 

CULTURAL VALUES 

COMMUNITY 

VALUES 

DESIGN (1) 

SETTING (1) 

LOCATION (1) 

MATERIALS (3) 

SCALE (3) 

ASSOC. W/ EVENTS (3) 

ASSOC. W/LIVES (1) 

HIGH ARTISTIC VALUE (1) 

WORK OF MASTER (1) 

ARCHEOLOGICAL VALUE (1) 

REPRESENTATIVE (3) 

DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL (1 

AA Vacant 



















NOT REVIEWED 





BB Vacant 



















NOT REVIEWED 





CC 45 Court Street 

2 

1 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 

2 

Office / Retail 

2 

1 

2 



0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

71P ' 

2 

DD Federal Court 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

2 

2 

0 

2 

0 


2 

2 

2 


"763? 

0 

0 

2 

2 

0 

,-T' 6 ;£ 

0 

EE Federal Court 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

1 

2 

2 

0 

2 

0 


2 

2 

2 

7T&\- 
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2 

6 


0 
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2 
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2 

2 

2 
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0 

1 

1 

0 

2 

2 


2 

2 
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1 

1 

0 


2 
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2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 
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2 

2 

2 
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0 

0 

0 

0 
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2 
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1 

2 

0 
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0 
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1 

2 
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1 

2 

2 

3 
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0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

2 
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2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 
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0 

2 

2 

! 

1 

2 

2 
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0 

0 

0 

0 
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1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 
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0 

2 

1 


1 

2 

2 

3 
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0 

0 

0 

0 
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1 
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1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

i 

2 


1 

0 

0 

3 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

2 
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2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

2 

2 

0 

2 

2 

: Olympic Tower 

2 

2 

2 
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0 

2 

2 

6 

T. T 0 M 7i? 

2 
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1 

2 

2 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 


1 

2 

2 

3 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


2 
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2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

2 

2 


2 

2 

2 
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0 

0 

2 

0 

0 
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2 
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0 

0 

0 

0 
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0 
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Numbers shown for each building represent the perceived value of each structure multiplied by the weighting 
factor for the criteria listed under architectural integrity, cultural values and community values. 


VALUES FOR STRUCTURES: _ _ WEIGHTING FACTORS: _ 

__ 0 = No Value __ 1 - Minor Im porta nce _ 

_ 1 - Moderate Value ___ __3 = Moderate Importan ce __ 

_ 2 = Hi g h Value ___5 = Ma j or Import ance 

The total impact on each building is quantified by multiplying the value assigned to the structure by the 

__weighting factors. Im pact s are as follows^ 

0-2 = Minor 2-5 = Moderate 5-10 = Major (designated by cell 'v .7.' 

shading - example to the right) - r 
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entrance is unused. Clerestory windows ring the exhibit floor, however there is no direct 
visual access at floor level for occupants. The exhibit floor ceiling is approximately 25 
feet. 

After assessing the condition of the existing structure the EIS team has developed a test 
with which to screen our set of possible uses. This test lists all factors important in 

\ 

making the reuse of the building a success and the degree to which the new building type^ 
would be compatible with this space. Each criterion was given a weighting factor (%) 
which reflects its relative importance in selecting a reuse. This screening was done on a 
matrix. The definitions of the criteria and the reason for their assigned weights follow: 

WOULD THE NEW USE: 


...ACT AS MAGNET CENTER? - The degree to which the building type can act as a 
major attraction within the city, region, and state. If it would become a hub in the area 
and act as a drawing force for the City or region. 

20% - because of Buffalo’s current situation and decreasing population this was 
considered to be the most important of this test. 

...SATISFY NEED FOR BUILDING TYPE? - Would the project provide a building 
type or use that is not already well represented in the area (e.g. another shopping center 
would be redundant)? 

10% - non-redundancy is important for successful operation but not as important 
as being a magnet center. 


...FIND LOCATION ACCESSIBLE? - How important is direct access to the new use 
and is the existing access by transportation arteries (major highways, bus lines, subways, 
railways, airport) satisfactory. 

10% - very important but weighted less heavily because the accessibility could be 
improved if the new use was a great magnet center. 
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...FIND LOCATION DESIRABLE? - Is the site a desirable location for that building 
type, relating to the surrounding fabric, uses, and types of other buildings - will the new 
use accept the neighborhood. 

10% - the site is self-contained and fairly well buffered from everything except 
the railroad tracks. 

...CONFORM TO OVERALL BUILDING SQUARE FOOTAGE? - How the square 
footage requirements of the new use will fit into the existing building shell. 

10% - Modification of shell through addition is difficult, therefore this criteria is 
weighted moderately. 

...COMPLEMENT RATHER THEN COMPETE WITH OTHER CENTRAL 
BUSINESS DISTRICT USES? - Would conversion of facility to new use creates another 
vacant public building or private tenants from other private sector properties. 

10% - Publicly funded (Subsidized) projects should not provide undue 
competition for private sector investment. Developing one property to vacate 
another public property would just shift the reuse study for this property to 
another. 

...HAVE SATISFACTORY RELATIONSHIP WITH NEIGHBORHOOD? - Whether 
the new use will adapt and conform to the existing neighborhood and respect the social, 
commercial, and historical conditions already established - will the neighborhood accept 
the new use. 

5% - the area is so diverse that almost any sue could be considered compatible. 

...ADAPT TO THE SITE? - To what extent the existing site fulfills spatial (scale and 
proportion) requirements of the new use, especially relating to parking, road access, 
infrastructure open spaces, parks, landscaping. 



FOIT-ALBERT ASSOCIATES 

Architecture, Engineering and Surveying, P.C. 


E-70 




5% - the site is very adaptable because of all the open space so this criteria is 
weighted less. 

...USE EXISTING TYPE OF HEATING, VENTILATING, AND AIR 
CONDITIONING (HVAC)? - How much the existing building would have to be 
reworked in order to fulfill mechanical, electrical, plumbing, fire protection, lighting and 
acoustical requirements of the new use. 

5% - the existing HVAC systems are in such a condition that extensive reworking 
would probably be necessary in any case. 

...MEET BUILDING CODES? - The degree to which the new use could meet building 
codes without extensive changes. 

5% - the construction type and specific requirements of the different uses may 
make structural changes difficult. 

... MEET EXISTING ZONING? - How well the new use would fit into the existing 
zoning. 

2% - the existing zoning does not preclude many uses and zoning variances can 
be requested. 

The matrix compares the refined list of building uses to the adaptive reuse criteria for 
each building. Uses which were highly compatible with the criteria were given a rating 
of “1” for that criterion, somewhat compatible uses were given a rating of “0.5” and non¬ 
compatible uses were given “0”. These ratings were multiplied times the weighting 
percentages to give matrix scores. The scores were added up for each use to give a total 
matrix score for each use in each building section. (Figure E-14) 
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The matrix shows that some proposed uses are more suitable for the existing structure 
than others. Scores of over 70% indicate that the use is compatible and could be 
considered. Uses which “made the cut” are Single Tenant Retail, County Office, 
Athletic/Gymnastics Facility and Casino. Uses, which provide infeasible, are Multi- 
Tenant Retail, Multi-Tenant Office, School and Library. 

/ 

Demolition, scoring only 10 points would require another independently completed EIS 
to become a feasible option. 

The potential compatible uses are discussed further. 


Single Tenant Retail: (97.5%): 

The property contains a large enough footprint to accommodate a large anchor tenant, 
like a Target. The structural design of the space would accommodate this use. The 
existing truck dock and windows along Franklin Street are natural complements to this 
use. While the property has no on site parking, the potential exists to have package 
service to the existing loading dock or pull-up service at the Franklin Street entrance. 
The existing structure and mechanical systems can easily be retrofitted to the new use. 
While the store might not be a regional magnet, it would be a local magnet. 

Casino- (97.5%): 


This controversial option is also well suited to the site. The use in comparable in 
structural and occupant loads to the existing. The Franklin Street windows provide 
visibility at street level, while the existing window free 2 nd floor restricts view outside a 
feature desired by Casino operators. Casino use would complement existing restaurants 
and hospitality businesses and would be a regional draw. 

Athletic/Gymnastics Facility - (75%): 
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Again, this use is compatible to the previous use in terms of structural and mechanical 
loads. The high second floor would allow a variety of sports uses including gymnastics, 
tennis, soccer, basketball and climbing. The first floor is well suited to gymnastics or 
health club uses. Uses should be considered that complement rather than compete with 
the Buffalo Athletic Club. There is currently no gymnastics center in the City, though the 
sport is gaining in popularity. A use of this type would encourage and increase multi- 
generational use of Downtown. 

County Office - (70%): 

The county currently owns the facility and also leases a significant square footage of 
office space in area buildings. It may be fiscally advisable to vacate these spaces and use 
County-owned space. Renovation to the facility would be required and the 20 + foot 
exhibit hall is impractical for a single floor of office use. It is feasible that another level 
could be inserted. The impact of the county move should be carefully considered in 
terms of its impact on local real estate markets. 
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3.1 Program Criteria for Site Selection 

In order to analyze potential sites for a new or expanded convention center in Buffalo, 
several critical program criteria have been identified because they are particularly 
relevant to the ability of an identified site to support the project, as proposed. These 
criteria are not site-specific, but rather are critical to the efficient and effective layout and 
design of a state-of-the-art convention center. If these general criteria cannot be satisfied, 
then it does not matter how good a particular location is. 

Not only are these criteria used to characterize and evaluate potential sites, they should 
also be followed in the subsequent detailed design of a convention center facility to be 
undertaken once the SEQR process is complete and a site has been selected by Erie 
County, the Lead Agency. 

The following criteria were developed by HNTB, Inc, an internationally recognized firm 
specializing in convention center planning, design, construction, and operation (HNTB 
2000 ): 

■ Loading Docks. For a convention center with 125,000 square feet of exhibition 
space, the industry standard would require 12 to 13 loading docks for full-size (i.e., 

65 feet long) semi-tractor trailers, based on a criteria of one dock for each 
10,000 square feet of exhibit space. It is recommended that the one or two of these 
docks be designated to accommodate food service deliveries and trash operations. 

The long-term plans for recycling policy and programs in the County should also be 
considered in evaluating the total number of docks to be accommodated. 

■ Truck Operations. Transportation of exhibitions to and from a building of this size 
requires careful planning and coordination of truck access. Not all deliveries can take 
place at the same time, therefore an on- or off-site truck staging area must be made 
available for trucks before they are allowed to access the loading dock position they 
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are assigned. All paths of travel between the staging areas, surrounding streets, and 
the loading docks will need to be designed to accommodate the large rigs that service 
the exhibition industry, therefore horizontal and vertical geometry will be important 
planning considerations. 

> 

■ Public Vehicular Circulation. Even with a nearby headquarters hotel, the 
convention center will need to be supported by hotels that are not necessarily within 
walking distance. Therefore the successful site must be able to accommodate safe 
and functional front-of-house bus, shuttle, and taxi operations’ to serve attendees. 

■ Multiple Events. Given the market focus of this project, it is anticipated that there 
will be numerous occasions when more than one event is taking place in the building. 
Therefore the viable site(s) should be able to support a building organization that can 
accommodate multiple building entries and a distribution of the functional spaces that 
allows more than one event in the building at the same time. 

■ Prefunction Space. The lobbies, registration, and circulation space serve as the 
critical connective tissue of the center. It is in these spaces that natural light and 
visibility to and from the building can best be achieved. The successful site(s) will be 
able to accommodate a building organization whose prefunction space can best take 
advantage of views to and from the building. Prefunction space must be adequately 
sized to support queuing, circulation, receptions, and other types of these uses. 

■ Exhibition Hall. The entire exhibition hall must be on a single level, in a rectangular 
shape, and ideally dimensioned on a 30-foot module. Its clear height should be 30 
feet to the underside of structure/lighting/HVAC. Future expansion exhibition area 
should be on the same level as the original hall. A 350-pound live load will have to 
be accommodated. 
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■ Ballroom. The ballroom must be column-free, and of generous vertical height so that 
large-scale audio-visual productions can be made. Access to the ballroom should 
take into consideration that it would be used at times for community events when the 
rest of the building is not leased or in use. Proximity of the ballroom to the main 
production kitchen and properly-sized service corridors on its perimeter are critical to 
food service operations. The number of divisions of the ballroom into smaller 
meeting areas is a market-driven consideration, but at least three subdivisions using 
movable partitions should be planned. 

■ Meeting Rooms. Meeting rooms should be located to be easily accessible from the 
exhibition hall and ballroom. Groupings should also allow for multiple simultaneous 
events that do not conflict with each other. A variety of sizes of meeting rooms 
should make up the program area of 25,000 to 30,000 square feet; a nominal sizing 
could be groupings of 1,800-sqaure feet spaces that are combined using movable 
partitions into groups of two and three to provide flexibility. All meeting rooms 
should be proportioned not to exceed a 2:1 length-to-width ratio and ceiling heights 
should be a minimum of 16 feet to allow for audio-visual presentations. 

■ Structural Considerations - Exhibition Hall. The convention center will have a 
variety of types of spaces whose vertical and horizontal dimensions demand varying 
structural spanning solutions. It is desirable that the exhibition hall be column-free, 
but this is not imperative. In no case should any columns be closer than 90 feet apart. 
The key advantage of a column-free exhibition hall is not for exhibits but for its 
flexible use as a multi-media presentation environment where sight lines to a stage 
are critical. 

■ Structural Considerations - Ballroom. It is essential that the ballroom be column- 
free because of the constant use of this space as a presentation environment. This 
means that the viable site(s) should be able to accommodate a diagram with a 
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column-free footprint for the ballroom of approximately 150 feet by 200 feet to 
achieve a 30,000-square feet open footprint. 

■ Food Service Operations. The main kitchen must be well-placed with respect to the 
ballroom and meeting rooms, food service loading docks, and back-of-house service 
corridors. It should also be possible to provide food service to the exhibition hall 
when it is used for extra-large banquets and other events. 

■ Technology. The entire building should be wired with a fiber-optic backbone to 
provide high-speed internet service to the exhibition hall floor, the ballroom, all 
meeting rooms, prefunction space, as well as key support spaces such as the kitchen, 
administrative suite, etc. Roof space should be reserved for satellite dish positions for 
down- and up-link capabilities, with consideration given to line-of-sight access to the 
appropriate satellite positions. Provisions for wireless communications should be 
made, but this technology will not replace the need to hard-wire the facility. 


■ Open Space. There is no specific amount of open space that the building program 
will typically require, but it is expected that the project will require some in order to 
solve urban design goals, setback requirements, and vehicular circulation solutions. 
Some open space, possibility in the form of decks or balconies adjacent to the 
building’s prefunction areas may be architectural in nature. 


■ Expansion. The previously completed market study described an expansion scenario 
for the project that ranged from 75,000 to 150,000 square feet of additional space. It 
is critical that the selected site be able to accommodate future expansion. The history 
of the convention center industry has shown that most buildings have expanded from 
original construction dimensions. Projects that were intelligently planned with 
expansion in mind were able to do so in a functional and cost-effective manner. At a 
minimum, an overall site plan showing the expansion strategy must be made a part of 
the initial design commission for the project. 
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■ Parking. It is important that on-site parking be provided, particularly because of the 
need to market the facility during winter months. On-site parking is typically a major 
factor in selection of a convention center to hold an event because of the convenience 
it provides and the ability of attendees to park and enter/exit the facility without being 
exposed to inclement weather. This is, in fact, one of the main drawbacks to 
marketing the existing Buffalo Convention Center. According to Convention Center 
management, approximately 24 events (12 consumer shows and 12 trade shows) have 
declined to select Buffalo due to the unavailability of on-site parking (Florczak 2000). 

Occupancy 

Occupancy of the convention center is driven by several factors: 1) marketing success in 
attracting events, including such factors as available hotel rooms; 2) an individual event’s 
success in attracting attendees; 3) size constraints of the building and its rooms as 
determined by code and fire marshal regulations. 

For planning purposes, potential occupancy of the key leaseable spaces can be calculated 
as shown in Table 3-1. 


Table 3-1 Key Leaseable Spaces 








Exhibition Hall 

125,000 

N/A 

12,500 

8,333 

5,000 

Ballroom 

30,000 

4,286 

3,000 

2,000 

1,200 

Meeting Rooms 

30,000 

4,286 

3,000 

2,000 

N/A 


Source: HNTB, 2000. 


It should be stressed that these are theoretical maximums, especially with respect to the exhibition hall. It 
is unlikely, for instance, that the entire hall would be used for a single large plenary meeting or banquet. A 
more plausible scenario is that, for instance, 50,000 square feet of the exhibition hall would be used for an 
occasional banquet that could not otherwise fit in the ballroom. Determining the total occupancy of the 
building should not be calculated by simple addition of the figures above because it is highly unlikely that 
all of the leaseable spaces would be occupied to maximum density at the same time. The ultimate 
allowable maximum occupancy of each space in the convention center is'subject to final design and review 
by code and fire department officials. 
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Mohawk Site 


As part of the process of collecting and reviewing data concerning the candidate sites for 
the convention center project, the EIS evaluation team reviewed the Site Selection Study 
prepared in 1998 for the Erie County Department of Environment and Planning. This 
report concluded that the preferred site for the project was the Mohawk site along 
Washington Street between Broadway and Huron Streets, with air-rights construction 
above Ellicott Street. The EIS team agrees with the conclusion that this area in 
downtown Buffalo would be a good location for the project, but recommends that the 
Mohawk site be enlarged to properly accommodate the size of convention center as 
currently defined. 

Based on the proposed program for the project, convention center industry standards, and 
the particular constrains and opportunities of this site, there are several key issues that 
should be identified in further consideration of this site’s potential for the project. While 
the concept diagrams presented in the 1998 site selection report do not represent specific 
design proposals, the following issues will have to be addressed if planning for this 
project were to move forward at this location. Each of the comments below will have an 
affect on the horizontal dimensioning of the project, and therefore on the ability of this 
site to support the proposed building program. 


Urban Desten Context 

The positioning of the convention center’s front-of-house lobby and prefunction area 
along Washington Street is basically a sound strategy. However, with the main floor of 
the building raised in order to clear Ellicott Street, it will be particularly difficult to 
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achieve an active street edge at grade. Including retail within the convention center is not 
likely to prove viable because of access and visibility issues. Activation of the 
Washington edge of the project will remain an important design objective. 

The center should have as strong a sense of presence from Main Street as possible. The 
location of the Ballroom at the Public Square where diagonal Genesee and east-west 

Huron Streets intersect helps to achieve this objective. However, the study team suggests 

\ • 

that the Genesee diagonal be reflected in the design of the Public Square, rather then 
letting an orthogonal character dominant. Consideration should be given to the 
possibility of a major entrance along the Mohawk Street axis. 

Pick-up and Drop Off Area 

With Washington Street being a one-way street in the southerly direction, the convention 
center curb ends up being on the left side of vehicles stopping at the building’s face. This 
is potentially dangerous, and is not recommended. Further consideration can be given to 
using Broadway for pick-up and drop-off functions that should use the right-hand curb. 

Ballroom 

The Ballroom as diagrammed is too long and thin in its proportions. Given the frequency 
of audio-visual presentations that will take place in this space, the length to width ration 
should not exceed 2:1. 

Ballroom Service Corridor 

While placement of the Ballroom directly adjacent to the Exhibition Hall may offer an 
opportunity to use the Ballroom for overflow exhibition use, we believe this is not a 
desirable option, for several reasons. First, acoustic isolation of these spaces is critical so 
that the Ballroom can be used for functions when there are noise generators ion the 
Exhibition Hall, either because of an active event, or exhibition set-up tear down 
functions. Second, the Ballroom requires a service corridor along its long dimension in 
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order to properly support food service functions in the space, wither in its open or divided 
mode. 


Meeting Rooms 

The 1998 plan and section diagrams reviewed by the EIS study team do not indicate 
where the 25,000 - 30,000 sf of meeting space would be located. This portion of the 
program, along with the supporting service and support areas are large enough to directly 
affect the assessment of whether the project can fit on this site. 

Future Expansion 

The building program resulting from the marketing study indicated a range of 75,000 - 
150,000 sf of additional space as a planning objective. The Test Fit diagram presented in 
the 1998 study identifies the low end of that range, 75,000 sf, along the southern end of 
the site at Broadway. Because of the diagonal geometry of the street grid, the effective 
size of an expansion may be less than that indicated. Additionally, the site geometry 
makes it difficult to have the service court and loading docks service this expansion area. 

Prefunction Space 

The width of prefunction space shown on the study’s plan diagram is inadequate, 
especially along the north face of the Ballroom. For a Ballroom of 30,000 sf there should 
be approximately 10,000 sf of prefunction space whose dimensions adequately support 
the flow and queuing conditions of event attendees. A Ballroom of this size can support 
a banquet of up to 2,000 people, and around 3,000 seated in theater style for a plenary 
meeting or presentation. 

The Exhibition Hall’s prefunction area on the exhibition hall level should be wider than 
that on the street level. Achieving a volumetric atrium with an upper level setback as 
shown on the building section diagram conflicts with the programmatic requirement for 
prefunction space. 
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Service and Support Space 

The diagrams presented in the site selection study do not properly indicate service and 
support areas. For an air-rights convention center with its main occupied areas above the 
street level, these will require an even greater area than in an at-grade facility. Storage, 
shops, administration, exit stairways, ventilation shafts, etc. will be part of these types of 
spaces. 

Conclusion 

In considering the cumulative effect of the comments above, the EIS team believes that 
the site defined to date as the Mohawk site is too narrow in the east/west dimension to 
properly accommodate this building program in a functional manner. Therefore, it is 
recommended that if the center is to be located here its eastern boundary be established at 
Oak Street. Widening the site this Vi block width will provide the opportunity to solve 
the challenges cited above, while at the same time providing for more successful long¬ 
term expansion strategies. 


Waterfront Site 

The site near the lakefront, east of the HSBC Bank, may at first glance be appealing as a 
potential convention center site since buildings do not occupy it. However, this site is 
significantly deficient because of its distance from hotels and other visitor amenities. The 
site feels isolated, and in the study team’s opinion it would be difficult to successfully 
market a convention center aimed at meetings, trade shows and conventions at this 
location. Additionally, the site is currently used for HSBC employee parking and for 
trucks serving the Buffalo News - both critical uses for these significant businesses. The 
HSBC Bank regards this site as a critical expansion site for its operations in Buffalo. 
Compared to the Mohawk site, this location has inferior mass transit and highway access. 
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Expansion of the Existing Buffalo Convention Center 


The EIS team evaluated another alternative for locating the project in downtown Buffalo: 
expansion and renovation of the existing Buffalo Convention Center. The alternative 
considered involved the eastward expansion of the existing center from Pearl Street to 
Main Street between Mohawk and Court Streets. In principle, this approach offered 
several advantages, as follows: 


-• re-use of existing facilities and public resources 

• an improved opportunity to connect to the Hyatt Hotel 

• improved connection of the project to Main Street 

• the southeast comer of the site addresses Lafayette Square 

• avoidance of historic preservation constraints 

• eliminates need to develop alternative uses of the Center 

Despite the good general location of the project in this portion of downtown and these 
specific advantages, we believe that an expansion of the existing center cannot satisfy the 
marketing and program objectives that have been identified to date. The most significant 
problems concern the nature of the exhibition hall and truck access to it. 


Exhibit Hall 

Additional exhibition space built above Pearl Street will have to be higher than the 
existing hall in order to allow traffic to continue to flow along Pearl Street. Therefore, 
such an approach would result in division of existing exhibition space at the +XX’ level 
from new exhibition space at the +YY’ upper level. 

i 

While it may be possible to design this alternative so that the upper level exhibition area 
overlooks the lower exhibition level, thereby achieving some visual continuity, the split 
level exhibition hall is not desirable, and would actually be a distinctly negative liability 
in Buffalo’s attempt to compete with other cities for convention and exhibition business. 
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The split-level exhibit hall will not easily be marketable to single events that want to use 
the whole center at once. There would always be a perception of inequality among the 
two portions of the hall, and selling exhibit space to individual exhibitors would be more 
difficult than if it were at a single level. Additionally, the site does not successfully 
accommodate a building plan with multiple entries serving each of the two exhibition 
levels, so the accommodation of two simultaneous events in the two-level exhibition hall 
does not work. 

Truck Docks 7 

An expansion of the existing center to the east would involve the complete removal of the 
loading docks from their existing location along the Pearl Street edge of the existing site. 
The most logical new location for docks would be along the north side of the site at 
Mohawk Street since access from Court Street is more constrained. However, with the 
split level exhibit hall, truck access to the loading dock would have to be at two levels, 
and there is not adequate horizontal dimension to accommodate both the necessary ramps 
and truck turn-around areas. The truck access problem is further exacerbated by the 
requirement to provide direct drive-on truck access to both levels of the exhibition floor; 
this does not appear possible given the geometrical constraints of providing for semi¬ 
tractor trailer truck operations. 

Conclusion 

Since it appears impossible to expand the existing center in a manner that results in a 
single-level exhibition hall served by approximately twelve truck docks and drive-on 
capability, this alternative is not recommended for consideration as a location for the 
convention center project. 
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Mitigation 


The Project Team completed a complete Phase 1A Cultural Resources Investigation for 
the proposed Convention Center Alternative Sites. This report is attached to the Draft 
EIS as Appendix B. As a part of this investigation, a series of mitigation measures were 
identified should construction of the Convention Center occur on any of the three sites 
identified as part of this EIS. These measures include archaeological analysis consisting 
of mechanical testing through the excavation of pits through the use of a backhoe, 
architectural documentation through the preparation of Historic American Building 
Survey (HABS) and Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) drawings and 
eventual site-specific design guideline development for projects on each of the three sites. 
Mitigations will be discussed on a site-by-site basis. 


Mohawk Site 

Prehistoric Resources 

Extensive prior disturbance and urban development have destroyed any potential intact 
prehistoric remains. Therefore, no specific plan is proposed to identify buried prehistoric 
site deposits. 

Buried Historic Resources 

The Phase 1A survey has identified that there is a moderate to high likelihood of the 
existence of buried historic cultural deposits on the Mohawk Site. These deposits may 
contain structural remains, historic middens and artifacts. Methods for undertaking 
investigation of these sites as part of Phase IB analysis are outlined in Appendix B. 

Built Historic Resources 

The Mohawk site is the most architecturally sensitive of the three site options. Of the 46 
structures identified on the Mohawk Site, the Phase 1A survey identified 7 properties 



FOIT-ALBERT ASSOCIATES 

Architecture, Engineering and Surveying, P.C. 


E-85 



potentially eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Paces (NRHP), with 
one of these properties potentially eligible as a contributing component of an existing on 
Main Street in the National Register Eligible (NRE) 500 Block Historic District. A site 
map identifying these structures is included here as Figure E-15. 

These seven structures are spread throughout the site with five structures to the north of 
Mohawk Street and two structures to the south. To ensure the historic preservation of 
these seven buildings, the proposed siting of and/or design of the facility on the Mohawk 
Street site could be reconsidered to determine if any or all of the significant structures can 
be saved in whole or in part. The two schemes identified by the project team for this site 
both leave a portion of the site south of Mohawk vacant for future development. In 
Scheme 1 for this site two of the eligible buildings, 465 Washington Street and 36 
Broadway, could be preserved for inclusion in the proposed future development. In 
Scheme 2 of this site, only 36 Broadway could be preserved for inclusion in future 
development. One of the eligible properties, 504 Washington Street (which is also 
contributing to the NRE 500 Block District) is not directly on the site. This property is 
located across the street from the proposed site and would not be demolished as a part of 
the Convention Center Construction. 

As stated in this Appendix, the site’s contributing structures are insufficient in number to 
approximate the urban history and context of the area. The context of these blocks no 
longer relates in density and scale to the historical urban density, and because of the 
missing, demolished structures, the existing structures do not present a dense or 
homogeneous unbroken silhouette or massing. However, the lack of a consistent whole 
does not necessarily justify destruction of the remaining parts. Since the buildings 
individually are representative of the historical development of this section of the city, an 
effort should be made to save them and incorporate them as much as possible into the 
design of the Convention Center. If this proves implausible, the lead agency should 
obtain an NRHP eligibility determination from the New York State Office of Parks, 
Recreation and Historic Preservation (SHPO) for all potentially eligible structures. Any 
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NRE structure proposed for demolition must be mitigated. There are six such structures 
directly on this site. Adequate architectural recording on measures as well as the level of 
documentation required for any eligible structures must be established with SHPO 
consultation. Mitigation measures may include HABS and HAER drawings, with 
recording work undertaken in concurrence with SHPO regulations. If it is deemed 
feasible, existing significant buildings may be relocated or reconstituted on a new site. 
Additionally, significant interior building elements and exterior building features may be 
removed, at the expense of the eventual owner, and delivered to either the Buffalo and 
Erie County Historical Society, the City of Buffalo Architectural Salvage Program, or 
other community entity as identified as identified and approved by the lead agency. This 
work should occur after the ultimate completion of HABS/HAER drawings, their 
approval by SHPO and delivery to both SHPO and Erie County. The subsequent 
disbursing of these record drawings will be at the discretion of Erie County. 

In addition to the completion of HABS/HAER drawings, new construction should follow 
guidelines appropriate for this district. These guidelines are intended to mitigate the 
concerns relating to Urban Design and Historic Preservation issues brought out in this 
Appendix: 

• Setting Proximities and Site Characteristics; 

• Scale and Design Relationship to Existing Architecture; 

• Streetscape; 

• Views & Vistas; 

• Activity Centers; 

• Pedestrian and Vehicular Approach Corridors (Links, Edges & Barriers); and 

• Opportunities. 

Such guidelines should include the following, and are subject to the review and approval 
of the lead agency: 


1. New construction shall be a product of its time, place and use. The new 

Convention Center should not be designed to create a false sense of historical 
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development or create a conjectural reality. Though a product of this new 
time, the building should be compatible with existing adjacent construction in 
terms of scale, massing and materials. It should reinforce a sense of history 
and tradition in the downtown area. 

Building Scale/Massing: There is a marked difference in scale between 
adjacent properties near Lafayette Square and Fountain Plaza versus those 
properties further north in the 500 block of Main Street. (See Fig E-16) New 
construction on the Mohawk site should take into account this scale. Edges of 
the building should be stepped or varied to reflect the scale of nearby 
buildings. 

Pedestrian scale: One of the major criticisms of the existing Convention 
Center is its relationship to the pedestrian on the street. The new Convention 

i 

Center should create an appropriate and comfortable pedestrian environment 
on all street faces (including the underpass portions). Building bay 
configurations that reflect the traditional 40-foot wide lot spacing and 
fenestration should complement the streetscape. 

Materials and Detailing: Materials should complement those found on 
adjacent buildings. Stone, glazed terra cotta, brick and glass should be 
favored in lieu of metal panel, “Dry-vit” or stucco. 

The mere specification of material for a new Convention Center will not, by 
default, connect it to its context. The scale and texture of adjacent buildings 
like the Niagara Mohawk Building, Buffalo Savings Bank, the Rand Building, 
Hotel Lafayette and Liberty Bank is primarily achieved through surface 
treatment of materials, either by articulation of changes in materials or the 
ornamental use of a specific material. While articulation of circulation and 
structural elements is considered a more “modem” and “honest” method of 
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design, the resulting scale and texture is inherently at odds with the surface 
treatment of buildings adjacent to this site. This constitutes an adverse impact 
on the adjacent structures, since the scale of the new Center will overpower 
the scale of the adjacent historic structures. Providing close attention to 
surface material and detail in those sections'of the Center that are adjacent to 
historic structures and vistas can mitigate this,concern. This concern can be 
summarized as an “edge condition”, which involves the careful detailing of 
those edges of the Convention Center that will be perceived by pedestrians in 
conjunction with those historic structures or vistas. 

Pedestrian environment: By their very nature, convention centers required 
controlled access, yet significant amounts of egress. Entrances should be 
clearly marked and readily visible to the pedestrian users. Conflicting and 
confusing visual cues about entrance locations should be avoided. 

Site Boundaries: The new Convention Center on this Mohawk site should 
make every attempt to bridge the divide between the near east side and the 
Central Business District. More recent interventions like the Elm/Oak 
Arterial and urban renewal demolitions/parking lot construction have created . 
a “Berlin Wall” affect between these two portions of the city. Community 
polarization along ethnic lines that have also occurred at this edge have further 
exacerbated this feeling of division. New construction of housing and 
commercial development in the east side neighborhoods has begun to knit the 
community back together philosophically. A new Convention Center at this 
location should make every attempt to knit the community back together 
physically. 

Approach/Linkage: Views and vistas along the street lines and connections to 
urban nodes have always been important in both the Joseph Ellicott and 
Olmsted street plans in the City of Buffalo. The new Convention Center 
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should be approachable from many directions, with attention being paid to 
axes of the radial streets and public spaces as well as the connections made to 
existing nodes. Pedestrians and auto patrons alike will approach the building 
from many directions and all views of the building can be considered a “front” 
approach. The driving public approaching the building from the Elm/Oak 
arterial will invariably be viewing the utilitarian ’’servant spaces”, yet these 
facades should be designed to greet the public as a primary facade would. 
Attempts should be made to conceal the service areas from public view so that 
each facade addresses the community in a responsive way. 

Significant historic landmarks and public spaces surround the Mohawk Site. 
New construction should relate well to, and not conflict with, surrounding 
landmarks including the Niagara Mohawk Building, Buffalo Savings Bank 
(former Goldome), Lafayette Square, Hotel Lafayette, Roosevelt and Fountain 
Plazas and the Public Library. The building should complement these 
landmarks when being viewed from them as well as when viewing them. 

The new convention center should provide an actual pedestrian link to Main 
Street, Lafayette Square and Roosevelt Plaza to integrate the building with its 
community and provide maximum benefit to the surrounding businesses. 

The Underpass: Attention should be given to the Ellicott Street underpass. 
Like the Central Library one block to the south, the new convention center is 
proposed to span across one or more city streets. The 900-foot long “tunnel” 
thus created must work to prevent both real and perceived security problems 
for motorists and pedestrians alike, lighting problems inherent with creating a 
tunnel to be used by pedestrians and adverse environmental conditions like 
wind tunnels. The underpass should create visual “distractions” which 
mitigate its length and darkness, enhancing the pedestrian and motor 
experience without creating hidden comers and other security concerns. 
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Reference Historic Street Patterns: Existing streets demolished as a part of the 

construction should be referenced in some way through the plan, facade or 

1 

parti. Hersee and Blossom Alleys are the only alleys that remain in the 
historic downtown neighborhood. These alleys, as well as through streets, 
should be acknowledged as part of the new building. As an example, this was 
handled successfully in the elimination of Genesee Street for the Hyatt Hotel, 
and less successfully where Genesee Street was eliminated for the existing 
Convention Center. 

Weather conditions: Projects throughout downtown have created adverse 
wind conditions, historically resulting in the seasonal installation of ropes and 
railings to assist pedestrians. The project’s penultimate design should be wind 
tested to determine the conditions to be present at the plaza area, under the 
underpass, and on all streets adjacent to the structure to assure the 
microclimate created is appropriate for pedestrian use. These tests should be 
undertaken and evaluated prior to the completion of the ultimate design 
solution. 

Creation of Public/Civic Space: The project should create an inviting public 
space for people to convene. Waiting/standee spaces in and outside the 
project should be comfortable, welcoming and impressive civic space inviting 
interaction. Opportunities for public art projects should be provided. This 
public space should provide a strong visual connection to Main Street and the 
Light Rail Rapid Transit Line. 


Traffic Pattern Clarity: Traffic patterns in Downtown Buffalo are confusing 
to visitors and residents alike. Orientation of the building should not create a 
further traffic boondoggle. Access to the site by visitors should be clear, and 
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travel around the site by other downtown users should be equally clear. 
Creation of dead-end streets or one-way streets butting nose to nose should be 
avoided. 

Access to Light Rail Rapid Transit: The project should provide strong 
connection to the existing Main Street Light Rail Rapid Transit Line. This 
Transit line serves as a people-mover to help mitigate parking and vehicular 
congestion in the Convention Center area by allowing the use of other 
downtown parking or Park-and-Ride facilities, as well as encourage patron 
usage of downtown restaurants, businesses and entertainment venues. 
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MOHAWK SITE CERTIFIED ELIGIBLE BUILDINGS 




Figure E-15 



















Figure E-16 
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Waterfront Site 


Prehistoric Resources 

Extensive prior disturbance and urban development have destroyed any potential intact 
prehistoric remains. Therefore, no specific plan is proposed to identify buried prehistoric 
site deposits. 

Buried Historic Resources 

The Phase 1A survey has identified that there is a high likelihood of the existence of 
buried historic cultural deposits on the Waterfront Site. Though no structures remain no 
the site, having previously been demolished to create an asphalt parking lot, it is unlikely 
that the construction of this parking lot seriously impacted all previously existing buried 
historic resources at the site. These buried deposits may contain structural remains, 
historic middens and artifacts. Methods for undertaking investigation of these sites as 
part of Phase IB analysis are outlined in Appendix B. 


Built Historic Resources 

J 

Since there are no structures on the Waterfront site, there is not further architectural work 
required to mitigate demolition. Still, new construction of a Convention Center on the 
Waterfront site should follow guidelines appropriate for this district. These guidelines 
are intended to mitigate the concerns relating to Urban Design and Historic Preservation 
issues brought out in this Appendix: 

• Setting Proximities and Site Characteristics; 

• Scale and Design Relationship to Existing Architecture; 

• Streetscape; 

• Views & Vistas; 

• Activity Centers; 

• Pedestrian and Vehicular Approach Corridors (Links, Edges & Barriers); and 

• Opportunities. 
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Such guidelines should include the following, and are subject to the review and approval 
of the lead agency: 

1. New construction shall be a product of its time, place and use. The new 
Convention Center should not be designed to create a false sense of historical 
development or create a conjectural reality. Though a product of this new 
time, the building should be compatible with existing adjacent construction in 
terms of scale, massing and materials. It should reinforce a sense of history 
and tradition in the downtown area. 

2. Building Scale/Massing: There is a marked difference in scale between 
adjacent properties in the Cobblestone Historic District and the surrounding 
Arena, Business District and industrial sites like the Buffalo News facility and 

nearby grain elevators. New construction on the Waterfront site should take 

✓ 

into account this scale. While the large buildings surrounding the site can 
support Convention Center edge conditions of a larger scale, the facility 
should greet at a more intimate scale the Cobblestone Historic District to the 
south. These buildings, generally of one or two-story construction are 
indicative of the industrial wharf area in Buffalo’s early history. Edges of the 
building should be stepped or varied to reflect the scale of nearby buildings. 

3. Pedestrian scale: One of the major criticisms of the existing Convention 
Center is its relationship to the pedestrian on the street. The new Convention 
Center should create an appropriate and comfortable pedestrian environment 
on all street faces. This facility is creating a streetscape where none exists for 
much of its length, due to the fact that much of the site is bounded by parking 
lots or highway overpasses. Building bay configurations and fenestration 
should work to create the streetscape. 
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Materials and Detailing: Materials should complement those found on 
adjacent buildings. Stone, brick and glass should be favored in lieu of glazed 
terra cotta, metal panel, “Dry-vit” or stucco. 

The mere specification of material for a new Convention Center will not, by 
default, connect it to its context. The scale and texture of adjacent buildings 
like the Indiana Street Warehouse (70 Indiana Street @ Perry),Peerless 
Warehouse (79-83 Perry Street), Queen City Engineering (49-53 Illinois 
Street) and the former Blacksmith shop at 118-129 South Park Avenue are 
utilitarian in nature. The buildings are generally brick with cast iron or brick 
detailing. Windows are multipaned, doorways are generous and form 
typically follows function. These vernacular buildings are known for a beauty 
coming from their sincerity of materials, truth in form and intimate scale. 
Architects have the latitude because of the surrounding industrial and 
contemporary buildings to allow structure to play a key role in design 
development. Monumental and utilitarian elements on service areas of the 
building are not out of character with the surrounding neighborhood. 
Pedestrian environment: By their very nature, convention centers require 
controlled access, yet significant amounts of egress. Entrances should be 
clearly marked and readily visible to the pedestrian users. Conflicting and 
confusing visual cues about entrance locations should be avoided. 

Site Boundaries: The new Convention Center on the Waterfront site is 
effecti vely isolated from the rest of the city, bounded by the HSBC Building, 
the elevated Route 190, the Skyway, the Amtrak rail line and the Buffalo 
River. Though the area is isolated, it is home to the HSBC Arena, the State 
Office Building, the Navel and Serviceman’s Park, Inner Harbor development 
and the vacant Memorial Auditorium. Access to the site is by car, typically 
from the north, or via MetroRail, again from the north. The scheme presented 
for this site places the main entry door on the south side of the building. The 
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north service side of the building should be properly screened from 
approaching visitors who are forced to approach the building from what is 
essentially the rear. Design features on the Convention Center should draw 
the visitor around the building to the two approach routes, as they are not 
readily visible upon exiting the main doors of the facility, as the facility itself 
will not be readily visible when arriving at the MetroRail platform. 
Encouraging this connection will aid patrons who are required to use the 
MetroRail to access the building because they are staying at hotels elsewhere 
in the Downtown, aid in alleviating traffic and parking congestion by 
encouraging use of other downtown parking lots or Park-and-Ride locations, 
and promote interaction with downtown businesses and restaurants which are 
perceived to be far away. 

_/ 

Approach/Linkage: View of the facility is limited at street level to views from 
within the isolated lower Downtown area. The project will have a unique 
view shed from above, as it will be viewed from elevated motorways. 

Attempts should be made to conceal the service areas from public view so that 
each fa$ade addresses the community in a responsive way. 

With the upcoming completion of the new Inner Harbor development, a 
project at this site would create another public investment in an area ripe for 
additional development. The project should complement and connect to this 
ongoing development to encourage public participation in this unique public 
space. 

Weather conditions: Projects throughout downtown have created adverse 
wind conditions, historically resulting in the seasonal installation of ropes and 
railings to assist pedestrians. This project’s location immediately adjacent to 
the lakefront will further exacerbate these conditions. The project’s 
penultimate design should be wind tested to determine the conditions to be 
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present at the plaza area and on all streets adjacent to the structure to assure 
the microclimate created is appropriate for pedestrian use. These tests should 
be undertaken and evaluated prior to the completion of the ultimate design 
solution. 

9. Creation of Public/Civic Space: The project should create an inviting public 
space for people to convene. Waiting/standee spaces in and outside the 
project should be comfortable, welcoming and impressive civic space inviting 
interaction. Opportunities for public art projects should be provided. This 
public space should provide a strong visual connection to Main Street and the 
Light Rail Rapid Transit Line. 

10. Traffic Pattern Clarity: Traffic patterns in Downtown Buffalo, and 
particularly at the foot of Main Street are confusing to visitors and residents 
alike. Orientation of the building should not create a further traffic 
boondoggle. Access to the site by visitors should be clear, and travel around 
the site by other downtown users should be equally clear. Creation of dead¬ 
end streets or one-way streets butting nose to nose should be avoided. 

11. Access to Light Rail Rapid Transit: The project should provide strong 

connection to the existing Main Street Light Rail Rapid Transit Line. This 
Transit line serves as a people-mover to help mitigate parking and vehicular 
congestion in the Convention Center area by allowing the use of other 
downtown parking or Park-and-Ride facilities. 1 
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Existing Convention Center Site 


Prehistoric Resources 

Extensive prior disturbance and urban development have destroyed any potential intact 
prehistoric remains. Therefore, no specific plan is proposed to identify buried prehistoric 
site deposits. 

Buried Historic Resources 

The Phase 1A survey has identified that there is a moderate to high likelihood of the 
existence of buried historic cultural deposits on the Expanded Convention Center site east 
of Pearl Street, and little likelihood of remain on the existing Convention Center. The 
deposits, located primarily on and east of Pearl Street may contain structural remains, 
historic middens, artifacts and remains of an historic plank and log road. Methods for 
undertaking investigation of these sites as part of Phase IB analysis are outlined in 
Appendix B. 


Built Historic Resources 

None of the seven properties located on the expansion site for the existing Convention 
Center are potentially eligible for the National Register. As such, no mitigations are 
proposed for their demolition. A site map identifying these structures is included here as 
Figure E-17. 


Since there are no eligible structures on the Expanded Existing Convention Center site 
there is not further architectural work required to mitigate demolition. Still, expansion of 
the Convention Center on its present location should follow guidelines appropriate for 
this district. These guidelines are intended to mitigate the concerns relating to Urban 
Design and Historic Preservation issues brought out in this Appendix: 

• Setting Proximities and Site Characteristics; 

• Scale and Design Relationship to Existing Architecture; 

• Streetscape; 
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• Views & Vistas; 

• Activity Centers; 

• Pedestrian and Vehicular Approach Corridors (Links, Edges & Barriers); and 

• Opportunities. 

Such guidelines should include the following, and are subject to the review and approval 
of the lead agency: 

1. New construction shall be a product of its time, place and use. The new 
Convention Center should not be designed to create a false sense of 
historical development or create a conjectural reality. Though a product of 
this new time, the building should be compatible with existing adjacent 
construction in terms of scale, massing and materials. It should reinforce a 
sense of history and tradition in the downtown area. 

2. Building Scale/Massing: The expanded Convention Center is located in a 
dense urban core surrounded by multi-story high rise and mid-rise 
buildings of early to mid-twentieth century vintage. It is appropriate for 
the expanded Convention Center to be of a grand scale, in keeping with 
the scale of its neighbors. Buildings like the Waldridge Building (45 
Court Street), the State and Federal Court Houses, Statler Hotel, Liberty 
Bank and the Delaware North Building are all large in scale. As the 
building reaches to Main Street the surrounding buildings are increasingly 
larger, most in excess of 20 stories. Development of the scale necessary to 
accommodate the stacked plan on this site is appropriate. 

3. Pedestrian scale: One of the major criticisms of the existing Convention 
Center is its relationship to the pedestrian on Franklin Street. The 
expanded Convention Center should create an appropriate and comfortable 
pedestrian environment on all street faces (including the underpass 
portions) and correct the community’s concerns along the Franklin Street 
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face. Building bay configurations that reflect the neighboring lot spacing 
and fenestration should complement the streetscape. 

4. Materials and Detailing: Materials should complement those found on 
adjacent buildings. Stone, glazed terra cotta, brick and glass should be 
favored in lieu of metal panel, “bry-vit” or stucco. 

The mere specification of material for a new Convention Center will not, 
by default, connect it to its context. The scale and texture of adjacent 
buildings like the L.L. Berger’s Building, Buffalo Savings Bank, the 
Rand Building, Hotel Lafayette, Liberty Bank and the Court Houses is 
primarily achieved through surface treatment of materials, either by 
articulation of changes in materials or the ornamental use of a specific 
material. While articulation of circulation and structural elements is 
considered a more “modem” and “honest” method of design, the resulting 
scale and texture is inherently at odds with the surface treatment of most 
of the adjacent buildings. This constitutes an adverse impact on the 
adjacent structures, since the scale of the new Center will overpower the 
scale of the adjacent historic features. Providing close attention to surface 
material and detail in those sections of the Center that are adjacent to 
historic structures and vistas can mitigate this concern. This concern can 
be summarized as an “edge condition”, which involves the careful 
detailing of those edges of the Convention Center that will be perceived by 
pedestrians in conjunction with those historic structures or vistas. 

5. Pedestrian environment: By their very nature, convention centers required 
controlled access, yet significant amounts of egress. Entrances should be 
clearly marked and readily visible to the pedestrian users. Conflicting and 
confusing visual cues about entrance locations should be avoided. The 
expanded Center project must have interaction on all faces of the building, 
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namely Main, Court and Franklin Streets, to avoid the current conditions 
presently found on Pearl Street. Inoperable doors like those present on 
Court Street and confusing entrance patterns should be avoided. 

6. Site Boundaries: Larger buildings bound the expanded Convention Center 
on all sides, effectively confining the site. The expanded building should 
address each of the surrounding buildings without degrading the street 
edge. 

7. Approach/Linkage: Views and vistas along the street lines and 
connections to urban nodes have always been important in both the Joseph 
Ellicott and Olmsted street plans in the City of Buffalo. The expanded 
Convention Center will be approachable from many directions, with 
attention being paid to axes of the radial streets and public spaces as well 
as the connections made to existing nodes. Pedestrians and auto patrons 
alike will approach the building from many directions and all views of the 

building can be considered a primary approach. The driving public 

) 

approaching the building from the Franklin or Pearl Street will invariably 
be viewing the utilitarian ’’servant spaces”, yet these facades should be 
designed to greet the public as the “front door” would. Attempts should 
be made to conceal the service areas from public view so that each fagade 
addresses the community, and the neighboring historic buildings in a 
responsive way. 

Significant historic landmarks and public spaces surround the site 
including: Lafayette and Niagara Squares, Hotel Lafayette, Roosevelt and 
Fountain Plazas, the Public Library, Liberty Bank, the Waldridge 
Building, State and Federal Court Buildings, City Hall, L.L. Berger’s 
department store and the Statler Hotel. The expanded Convention Center 
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should complement these landmarks when being viewed from them as 
well as when viewing them. 

The expanded convention center should provide a direct pedestrian link to 
Main Street, Lafayette and Niagara Squares and Court Street to integrate 
the building with its community and provide maximum benefit to the 
surrounding businesses. 

8. The Underpass: Attention should be given to the Pearl Street underpass. 
Like the Central Library two blocks to the east, the expanded convention 
center is proposed to span across one city street. The 500+-foot long 
“tunnel” created must work to prevent both real and perceived security 
problems for motorists and pedestrians alike, lighting problems inherent 
with creating a tunnel to be used by pedestrians and adverse 
environmental conditions like wind tunnels. The underpass should create 
visual “distractions” which mitigate its length and darkness, enhancing the 
pedestrian and motor experience without creating hidden comers and other 
security concerns. 

9. Reference Historic Street Patterns: Existing streets patterns erased or 
diminished as a part of the construction should be referenced in some way 
through the plan, fa$ade or parti. Genesee and Pearl Street should be 
acknowledged as part of the new building. As an example, this was 
handled successfully in the elimination of Genesee Street for the Hyatt 
Hotel, and less successfully where Genesee Street was eliminated for the 
existing Convention Center. 

10. Weather conditions: Projects throughout downtown have created adverse 
wind conditions, historically resulting in the seasonal installation of ropes 
and railings to assist pedestrians. The project’s penultimate design should 
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be wind tested to determine the conditions present at the plaza area, under 
the underpass, and on all streets adjacent to the structure to assure the 
microclimate created is appropriate for pedestrian use. These tests should 
be undertaken and evaluated prior to the completion of the ultimate design 
solution. 

11. Creation of Public/Civic Space: The project should create an inviting 
public space for people to convene. Waiting/standee spaces in and outside 
the project should be comfortable, welcoming and impressive civic space 
inviting interaction. Opportunities for public art projects should be 
provided. This public space should provide a strong visual connection to 
Main Street and the Light Rail Rapid Transit Line. 

12. Traffic Pattern Clarity: Traffic patterns in Downtown Buffalo are 
confusing to visitors and residents alike. Orientation of the building 
should not create a further traffic boondoggle. Access to the site by 
visitors should be clear, and travel around the site by other downtown 
users should be equally clear. Creation of dead-end streets or one-way 
streets butting nose to nose should be avoided. 

13. Access to Light Rail Rapid Transit: The project should provide strong 
connection to the existing Main Street Light Rail Rapid Transit Line. This 
Transit line serves as a people-mover to help mitigate parking and 
vehicular congestion in the Convention Center area by allowing the use of 
other downtown parking or Park-and-Ride facilities. 
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Green Design Guidelines 


Green design embraces design and construction practices that sig¬ 
nificantly reduce or eliminate the negative impact of buildings on 
the environment and the building’s occupants. Green design ap¬ 
plies environmental principles to all aspects of building design and 
construction including: 

■ Site planning; 

■ Water efficiency; 

■ Energy and atmosphere; 

■ Materials and resources; and 

■ Indoor environmental quality. 

Green design is essentially good design. Green design has a myriad 
of benefits optimized by an integration of environmental, eco¬ 
nomic, and human health and safety benefits; integrated approach 
to site, energy, water, materials, and indoor environmental quality 
considerations; and a multi-disciplinary team approach to the de¬ 
sign process. 

The benefits of green design include: 

■ Environmental benefits - reduce impact on the environment; 

■ Economic benefits - improve the bottom line; and 

■ Health and safety benefits - enhance occupant comfort. 

The U. S. Green Building Council has developed the Leadership in 
Energy and Environmental Design (LEED™) rating system for 
green buildings. It evaluates environmental performance from a 
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F. Green Design Guidelines 

"whole building" perspective over a building's life cycle, providing 
a definitive standard for what constitutes a "green building". 
LEED™ is based on accepted energy and environmental principles 
and strikes a balance between known effective practices and 
emerging concepts. 

LEED™ has been widely accepted in the U. S. as the standard for 
green building design. It is a voluntary, self-assessing system de¬ 
signed for rating new and existing commercial, institutional, and 
high-rise residential buildings. It is a feature-oriented system where 
credits are earned for satisfying each criteria. Different levels of 
green building certification, including certified, silver, gold, and 
platinum, are awarded based on the total credits earned. 

Several states and municipalities across the country have devel¬ 
oped their own green building standards adopting components 
from the LEED™ system. The New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (DEC) with assistance from the New 
York State Energy Research and Development Authority 
(NYSERDA) has completed a draft of the proposed New York 
State Green Building Tax Credit which can be downloaded at 
www.dec.state.nv.us/website/dar/ood/gmbldg.htm] . 

The green design guidelines from LEED™ that would be applica¬ 
ble to the Buffalo convention center project, which will either be 
an adaptive reuse of an existing building or new construction on an 
urban/previously developed site, include: 

Sustainable Sites 

1. Erosion and Sedimentation Control: prevent the loss of soil 
during construction by storm water runoff and/or wind erosion, 
including protecting topsoil by stockpiling for reuse. Prevent 
sedimentation of storm sewers and provide air pollution control 
for dust and particulate matter. 

2. Urban redevelopment: utilize high density urban sites for de¬ 
velopment. 

3. Brownfield redevelopment: utilize sites classified as “brown¬ 
fields” for development. 

4. Alternative Transportation: select a site near public transit, 
provide suitable accommodations for cyclists, install alterna¬ 
tive-fuel refueling station, and/or provide preferred parking for 
carpools and van pools. 
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5. Reduced Site Disturbance: for construction on a previously 
developed site, restore a portion of the open area by planting 
vegetation, and reduce the development footprint. 

6. Stormwater Management: reduce rate and quantity of storm¬ 
water runoff due to impervious surfaces, or at least, ensure no 
net increase in stormwater runoff from existing conditions. 

7. Landscape and Exterior Design to Reduce Heat Islands: reduce 
heat island effects (thermal gradient differences between devel¬ 
oped and undeveloped areas) by employing techniques such as 
shading, using light-colored/high-albedo materials, installing 
high-reflectance and low emissivity roofing, and providing un¬ 
der-ground parking. 

8. Light Pollution Control: design site lighting and select lighting 
styles and technologies to have a minimal impact off-site and 
minimal contribution to sky glow. 

r 

Water Efficiency 

1. Water Efficient Landscaping: limit or eliminate the use of po¬ 
table water for landscape irrigation. 

2. Innovative Wastewater Technologies: reduce the use of mu¬ 
nicipally provided potable water for building sewage convey¬ 
ance or treat wastewater on site. 

3. Water Use Reduction: maximize water efficiency within the 
building by employing water conserving plumbing fixtures, 
high water efficiency equipment, and use alternatives to potable 
water for sewage transport and for HVAC makeup water. 

Energy and Atmosphere 

1. Building Systems Commissioning: provide for continuous 
commissioning of building systems to ensure they are operate 
as intended. 

2. Minimum Energy Performance: design building to meet or ex¬ 
ceed national/state building energy efficiency and performance 
requirements. 
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3. CFC Reduction in HVAC&R Equipment: zero use of CFC- 
based refrigerants if new building equipment is installed, or 
phaseout of CFCs if reusing existing equipment. 

4. Optimize Energy Performance: design building to the highest 
level of energy performance possible by employing conserva¬ 
tion measures, electromechanical energy efficiency technolo¬ 
gies, passive heating and cooling strategies, and daylighting. 

5. Renewable Energy: supply a portion of the building’s total en¬ 
ergy use from on site renewable energy technologies. 

6. Elimination of HCFC’s and Halons: install base building level 
HVAC and refrigeration equipment and fire suppression sys¬ 
tems that do not contain HCFC’s or Halon. 

7. Measurement and Verification: provide for continuous meter¬ 
ing of equipment to monitor building energy and water con¬ 
sumption. 

8. Green Power: purchase power generated from renewable 
sources 

Materials and Resources 

1. Storage and Collection of Recyclables: provide an easily ac¬ 
cessible area dedicated to the separation, collection and storage 
of materials for recycling. 

2. Building Reuse: reuse large portions of existing structures 
during renovation/redevelopment. 

3. Construction Waste Management: develop and implement a 
waste management plan to divert construction and demolition 
debris from landfill disposal. 

4. Resource Reuse: use salvaged or refurbished materials. 

5. Recycled Content: use building materials made with post¬ 
consumer recycled materials. 

6. Local/Regional Materials: use building materials manufactured 
locally/regionally. 

7. Rapidly Renewable Materials: use rapidly renewable building 
materials. 
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F. Green Design Guidelines 



8. Certified Wood: use wood certified in accordance with the 
Forest Stewardship Council guidelines. 

Indoor Environmental Quality 

1. IAQ Performance: meet American Society of Heating, Re¬ 
frigerating, and Air Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) stan¬ 
dards for indoor air quality (IAQ). 

2. Environmental Tobacco Smoke Control: provide designated 
smoking room or designate building as non-smoking. 

3. Carbon Dioxide Monitoring: install carbon dioxide monitor¬ 
ing system. 

4. Increase Ventilation Effectiveness: provide for the effective 
delivery and mixing of fresh air to building occupants to sup¬ 
port their health, safety, and comfort. 

5. Construction IAQ Management Plan: develop and implement 
an IAQ Management Plan for the construction and pre¬ 
occupancy phases of the building to prevent IAQ problems 
during this period. 

6. Low-Emitting Materials: meet or exceed VOC limits for ad¬ 
hesives, sealants, paints, composite wood products, and carpet 
systems. 

7. Thermal Comfort: comply with thermal comfort standards for 

building occupants, and install a permanent temperature and 
humidity monitoring system. / 

8. Daylight and Views: provide a connection between the indoor 
spaces and the outdoor environment through the introduction 
of sunlight and views into the occupied areas of the building. 

The opportunity to build a new Convention Center in Buffalo of¬ 
fers a broad array of opportunities to create an environmentally- 
responsible project. Incorporating the principles of green design, 
the project can be a benchmark example of “Green Architecture” in 
the region and the State. Some, or all, of the above guidelines can 
be incorporated into the project. Some specific examples where 
green building initiatives that can be incorporated in this project 
include: 
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■ Hotel/Convention Center Locational Relationships. Co¬ 
locating the convention center near headquarters and support¬ 
ing hotels can significantly reduce vehicular travel to and from 
the facility, thereby reducing air emissions, traffic congestion, 
and land use for parking. 

■ Urban Design. Sensitive relationship of the facility to its sur¬ 
roundings can make it more pedestrian-friendly, thereby en¬ 
couraging access by walking, and additionally the patronizing 
of nearby businesses, including retailers, restaurants, theaters, 
etc. 

■ Daylighting. The introduction of controlled natural light into 
exhibition, ballroom and meeting spaces can reduce electrical 
usage and provide a more pleasing environment in indoor 
spaces. 

■ Natural Ventilation. Designing the building’s spaces and the 
heating, ventilating, and air conditioning (HVAC) system to 
take advantage of natural ventilation can reduce duct sizes and 
motors, and thereby electrical usage. 

■ Third-party energy providers and Building Management 
Systems. The central plant and Building Management System 
can be financed and operated on a lease-back basis to the 
owner. This structure may provide opportunities for innovative 
energy conservation measures. 

■ HVAC Innovations. Raised-flooring in specialized areas, 
low-temperature cooling and other techniques can contribute to 
reducing energy usage for heating and cooling. 

■ Ice Storage and Electrical Demand Management. The fea¬ 
sibility of using ice storage system for the cooling system 
should be evaluated with the possibility of generating cooling 
capacity at off-peak hours 

■ Fuel Cells and Solar Electric Generation. New technologies 
for on-site electrical generation are becoming more refined and 
less expensive on a first-cost basis, and these two approaches 
may have application in the new center. 

■ Gray Water Recycling. Reduction of water usage through the 
provision of a two-pipe supply system in restrooms may have 
applicability. 
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F. Green Design Guidelines 


■ District Cooling and Heating. Joint development of heating 
and cooling capacity with other projects in the area of the con¬ 
vention center may provide an opportunity for energy conser¬ 
vation 

■ Building Materials. Use of locally produced materials, recy¬ 
cled materials, and environmentally responsible products are 
initiatives that can take place throughout all facets of the 
building’s construction systems. 
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Bsmadetia Castro 
Commissioner 


l 

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 

Historic Preservation Reid Services Bureau 

Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 


518-237-8643 


Mr. Michael Krasner 
Erie County Department of 

Environment and Planning 
95 Franklin Street 
Buffalo, New York 14202 
sent this day to 716-858-7248 

Dear Mr. Krasner 


August 18,2001 


Re: ESDC 

Buffalo Convention Center Alternatives 
—Mohawk Site A 

—Existing Convention Center Site B 
—Waterfront Site C 
C/Buffalo, Erie County 
01PR3597 


Thank you for requesting the comments of the Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 
Preservation (OPRHP) for the project noted above. This information was received July 19,2001 and 
reviewed under Section 14.09 of the New York State Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation Law since 
the project will be assisted in part with funds provided by the Empire State Development Corporation 
(ESDC). Based on this review, OPRHP is pleased to provide the comments below. 

1. There are historic properties that need to be taken into account at the Mohawk Site A and 
Existing Convention Center Site B locations (see attached eligibility comments). Impacts 
to these structures heed to be considered in the early planning stages, and alternatives 
that would avoid or reduce impacts to these properties will have to be explored. 

2. Additional archeology work is warranted at each of the three sites (see attached 
archeology comments). Please telephone Robert Kuhn, Ph.D. directly at ext. 3255 with 
any questions about our archeology comments or recommendations. 

3. Please advise us whether any part of the project involves another state or federal agency 
through funding, licensing, guaranteeing, licensing, permitting or approvals, or if it includes 
work that will be performed pursuant to federal delegation or mandate; if so, please 
identify the involvement and provide the name and telephone number of the staff contact 

OPRHP appreciates the opportunity to comment on this material and looks forward to working with 
you to complete all required reviews. Please telephone me at 518/237-8643, ext 3276 with any questions 
you may have. Please use the PR# above to expedite the processing of future submissions for this project. 


« 

att: structures (2 pp.) 

archeology (1 pg.) 

ee: Rachel Shatz, ESDC New York 

Tom Blanchard, ESDC Buffalo 


Sincerely, 



Richard M. Lord 

Historic Sites Restoration Coordinator 
(Richard.Lord @ OPRHP.state.ny.us) 
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Based oti documentation provided in the Cultural Resource Investigation for the proposed Buffalo 
Convention Center Alternatives, the following properties are: 

Listed and/or eligible for the State and National Register of Historic Places: w ithin the project 
boundary. 

1. Mohawk Site (A): . \ 

36 fa.k.a. 381 Broadway. Buehl Block 

321 Hllicott Street Ferguson Electric Building 
465 Washington Street Sinclair Building 

SOI Washington Street Gerorge Washington Buildinp/Holling Press Building 

515-517. 523.525.529.535.537 Main Street: 11 Genesee Street. Buffalo Urban League Building and 
504 Washington Street are contributing building in die National Register Eligible 500 Block Historic 
District 

2. Existing Buffalo Convention Center Site fBl: 

267 Pearl Street Commercial Building 

3. Waterfront Site fO: No Standing Buildings 


1. Mohawk Site (At: 

Not eligible : The remaining properties within the boundary line of the Mohawk Site documented in 
the report are Not Eligible for listing on the State and National Register of Historic Places. 

2. Existing Buffalo Convention Center Site fBl: 

Not eligible: The remaining properties within the boundary line of the Existing Buffalo Convention 
% 

documented in the report arc Not Eligible for listing on the State and National Register of Historic 
Places. 
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3. Waterfront Site CO: No Standing Buildings 


Please contact Claire Ross at 518-237-864jb ext. 3259 if you have any questions concerning this 
evaluation. Please be sure to use the project number noted above in ail filture correspondence. 
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ARCHEOLOGY COMMENTS 


01FR3597 

Based upon a review of the Phase XA Cultural Resources Investigation 
Report for the Buffalo Convention Center Alternatives, the Office of Parks, 
Recreation and Historic Preservation (OPRHP).concurs with the archeological 
recommendations of the report. Phase IB archeological investigations should 
be conducted at whichever alternative is selected for the project. 

If you have any questions concerning archeology, please call Robert Kuhn 
at (51S) 237-8643 ext. 325S. 


G-9 







G-10 




United 


States 


Department of the 


Interior 


FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

3817 LUKER ROAD 
CORTLAND. NY 13045 


May 30, 2001 


Mr. Michael F. Kane 

Project Planner 

Ecology & Environment, Inc. 

368 Pleasant View Drive 
Lancaster, NY 14086 

Dear Mr. Kane: 

This responds to your letter of April 10, 2001, requesting information on the presence of 
endangered or threatened species in,the vicinity of the proposed construction of a new Buffalo 
Convention Center (at one of three sites) in the City of Buffalo, Erie County, New York. 

Except for occasional transient individuals, no Federally listed or proposed endangered or 
threatened species under our jurisdiction are known to exist in the project impact area. In 
addition, no habitat in the project impact area is currently designated or proposed “critical 
habitat” in accordance with provisions of the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 
16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). Therefore, no Biological Assessment or further Section 7 consultation 
under the Endangered Species Act is required with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service). 
Should project plans change, or if additional information on listed or proposed species or critical 
habitat becomes available, this determination may be reconsidered. 

The above comments pertaining to endangered species under our jurisdiction are provided 
pursuant to the Endangered Species Act. This response does not preclude additional Service 
comments under other legislation. 

You were advised of the above by telephone conversation of May 23, 2001. 

For additional information on fish and wildlife resources or State-listed species, we suggest you 
contact the appropriate New York State Department of Environmental Conservation regional 
office(s) as shown on the enclosed map, and: 

New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
Wildlife Resources Center-Information Services 
New York Natural Heritage Program 
700 Troy-Schenectady Road 
Latham, NY 12110-2400 
(518) 783-3932 
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National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) maps may or may not be available for the project area. 
However, while the NWI maps are reasonably accurate, they should not be used in lieu of field 
surveys for determining the presence of wetlands or delineating wetland boundaries for Federal 
regulatory purposes. Copies of specific NWI maps can be obtained from: 

Cornell Institute for Resource Information Systems 
302 Rice Hall 
Cornell University 
Ithaca, NY 14853 
(607) 255-4864 

Work in certain waters and wetlands of the United States may require a permit from the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps). If a permit is required, in reviewing the application 
pursuant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the Service may concur, with or without 
stipulations, or recommend denial of the permit depending upon the potential adverse impacts on 
fish and wildlife resources associated with project implementation. The need for a Corps permit 
may be determined by contacting the appropriate Corps office(s) as shown on the enclosed map. 

If you require additional information please contact Michael Stoll at (607) 753-9334. 

Sincerely, 

Acting For 

David A. Stilwell 
Field Supervisor 

Enclosure 

cc: NYSDEC, Olean, NY (Environmental Permits) 

NYSDEC, Latham, NY 
COE, Buffalo, NY 
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
New York Field Office 
3817 Luker Road 
Cortland, NY 13045 

To provide a timely response to future requests for endangered species comments in New York, 
please include the following in future inquiries: 

1. A concise brief description of the project/action. 

2. Name of the hamlet/village/city/town/county where the project/action occurs. 

3. The latitude and longitude of the project/action, i.e.: 42° 13' 28" / 76° 56' 30". If 
the project/action is linear, you may provide coordinates for both ends or just one near 
center. 

4. A map showing the project/action location. Preferrably the map should be a 
U.S. Geological Survey quadrangle map (USGS Quad). You need only provide a 
copy of that portion where the project/action occurs. Please provide the name(s) of 
the USGS quadrangle. 

If providing only a portion, indicate where the portion would be located on the full 
quadrangle, i.e. 


g) 


Providing the information above will assist us in responding to your needs. 

If you require additional information please contact Michael Stoll at (607) 753-9334. 
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Brian 0. Rowback 
Regional Director 



State of New York 
Department of Transportation 
125 Main Street 
Buffalo, NY 14203 

Joseph H. Boardman 
Commissioner 


April 18, 2000 


Michael J. Krasner, AICP 
Environmental Review Coordinator 
Erie County Department of 
Environment and Planning, Room 1014 

Rath Building, 95 Franklin Street RE: SEQR REVIEW 

Buffalo, NY 14202 New Buffalo Convention Center 

Main Street, between Huron Street and Broadway 
City of Buffalo, Erie County 

Dear Mr. Krasner: 

We have reviewed the subject development and have the following comments: 

X We concur with the Lead Agency designation. 

_ We do not concur with the Lead Agency designation. 

_ Additional information is required before we can complete our initial review of the development. 

_ The proposed development will not have a significant impact on the State Highway System. 

X The proposed development may significandy impact the State Highway System. Additional information, including 
a traffic impact study, will be needed before we can complete our review. Guidelines for this study are attached. 

_ The Developer should contact the local transit authority to evaluate possible transit solutions. 

_ A minimum distance of 5 feet is required along the pavement edge between the terminus of the driveway radius 

and the nearest comer of the property. 

__ As required by the N YSDOT Policy and Standards for Entrances to State Highways, driveways and roadways adjacent 

to and opposite from the site should be indicated on the site plan. 

X A NYSDOT Highway Work Permit will be required for any work within the State Highway Right-of-Way. 
Additional site engineering review will be done as part of the Highway Work Permit process. This letter does not 
constitute approval for the purposes of a Highway Work Permit. 

_ A NYSDOT Highway Work Permit will not be required. 

X Other comments: We are concerned about the impacts this development mav have on state highway facilities, 
such as Oak Street, and the surrounding intersections. The T.I.S. should detail these potential impacts. _ 

If you have any questions or comments, please contact Joseph D. Buffamonte at 847-3241. 

Very truly yours, 


BRIAN O. ROWBACK, P.E. 
Regional Director 
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December, 1999 


GENERAL GUIDELINES FOR TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDIES 
SUBMITTED TO NYSDOT DURING THE SEQR PROCESS 

Prepared by: NYSDOT - Region 5 Pl annin g & Program Management 

The Traffic Impact Study (TIS) should be prepared by a qualified individual or firm using the 
most current methods set forth by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) (for trip 
generation), the Transportation Research Board (TRB) (for highway capacity analysis) and the 
ManualofUniformTrafficControlDevices (MUTCD). With regard to computer software based 
on the TRB's Highway Capacity Manual , the most recent version of the Highway Capacity 
Software, distributed by the McTrans Center for the Federal Highway A dmini stration, should 
be used. 

The TIS should include the following: 

1) A site plan showing existing and proposed access points in relation to the area 1 s transportation 
facilities, internal street system and parking layouts. Adjacent driveways should be identified 
on both sides of the street. 

2) A description of the existing transportation system within the project area including roadway 
widths, shoulders, speed limits, estimated actual speeds, horizontal and vertical characteristics, 
sight distance limitations (if any), etc. 

3) A schedule of implementation (project phasing), a detailed description of the development 
(number, size, type and usage of structures, etc.) and any other information deemed pertinent 
to the analysis. 

4) A list of critical locations included in the study. The impact analysis area should extend as far 
as the site generated traffic has a significant impact. 

5) All necessary machine traffic counts and turning movement counts to properly analyze both 
daily and peak hour traffic. In addition to typical weekday counts, consideration should be 
given to acquire weekend data if the nature and location of the development warrants it. 
Developments where the Saturday peak hour traffic generated by the development is greater 
than the weekday peak traffic generated should include the Saturday peak hour traffic. 

6) Figures or tables presenting trips generated by the proj ect, current trip distribution volumes, 
projected trip distributions, background (i.e. non-project related) traffic growth and combined 
(i.e. background plus development) traffic volumes, as well as an explanation of the rationale 
used in developing them. 

7) An analysis of levels of service at all critical locations for existing, background without 
development, and background with development conditions for the end of each proj ect phase. 
These analysis should use actual lane designations to represent the existing conditions. 
Approach Peak Hour Factors should be used for intersection analyses. The Peak 15 minute 
counts may be used in place of peak hour factors. 
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8) A copy of Level of Service (LOS) computer analysis sheets and raw count data for all analyses 
as an appendix to the study. The raw count data for intersections should include Peak Hour 
Factors, Heavy Vehicle percentages and Right on Red volumes for each approach of all 
intersections analyzed. A Peak hour factor of 0.9 should be assumed for new approaches, 
unless data to support another value is submitted. Printouts of the first three sheets of the 
Highway Capacity Software output should be provided for signalized intersection analyses. 
Copies of the Highway Capacity Software files on a 3.5 inch IBM formatted disk may be 
substituted for the computer print-outs of the analyses. 

9) Traffic signal warrant checks at key unsignalized intersections. 

10) An accident summary /analysis utilizing the latest three-year accident history from State 
and/or local accident records. If three years of accidents are unavailable and/or highway 
geometries have changed within the latest available three years, a minimum of one year of 
accident history should be used for an accident analysis. The analysis should include an 
average accident rate for the subject section of State highway and collision diagrams at all 
intersections involving State highways. 

11) Identification of existing and projected problem areas, from both safety and capacity 
standpoints. The study should develop and evaluate solutions to these identified problems. 
Illegal highway usage should be discussed as an existing problem. 

12) A description of existing and proposed pedestrian and bicycle access for the proposed 
development. Consideration should be given to sidewalk installation, designated paths/lanes 
from the roadway to the development, and bicycle parking facilities. 

13) The es timat ed number of employees for the development. 

14) A discussion/analysis of Transit/Transportation Demand Management (TDM) solutions. 
Attached are several examples of TDM measures which should be evaluated. 

15) The name, address and telephone number of a contact person to whom questions regarding 
the study may be directed. 

Traffic Impact Studies submitted for review by the NYSDOT will be checked for both 
completeness and accuracy. Omissions may cause the review to be delayed or the Suraita to be 
rejected. 

Questions regarding these guidelines may be directed to Eugene J. Nowicki, Regional Planning 
8c Program Management, NYSDOT, 125 Main Street, Buffalo, New York 14203, phone number 
716-847-3241 or to James J. Bamack, Regional Traffic Engineering 8c Safety, at the same address, 
phone number 716-847-3268. For transit information in Erie and Niagara Counties, contact 
Robert Gower, Superintendent or Route Planning, Niagara Frontier Transportation Authority, 
at 716-855-7646. For transit information in Cattaraugus and Chautauqua Counties, contact 
Judith Kuba, NYS Department of Transportation, Passenger Transportation Division, Albany, 
NY, phone number 518-457-8335. 
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VX AMPLES OF TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT (TDM) MEASURES 

But not limited to 

TRANSIT APPLICATIONS 

• Park & Ride Lots 

Provision of parking facilities where a person can use the vehicle for the less congested 
part of travel from home, park the car, and use transit or share a ride for the more 
congested part of the trip. 

• Bike and Ride Facilities 

Provision of bicycle storage facilities at transit stations and/or on transit vehicles to 
encourage the use of bicycling in conjunction with transit service. 

• Re gular Route Fixed Transit 

Frequent, conv enient , reliable service provided on scheduled fixed routes at a reasonable 
cost; this includes expanded service. 

• Subscription Bus Service 

Bus service from a point such as a park and ride lot to a complex of offices arranged and 
paid for by a group of individuals. 

TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT APPLICATION 

• Employer promotion of flex time to spread out the peak hour. 

• Promoting work at home for a part or all of an employee's work week. 

• Charging for parking at the employer's site to discourage single vehicle commuting. 

• Provi ding preferential parking for car and van pooling workers. 

• Sub sidizing transit use by employees to encourage public transit and ride sharing. 

• Ride Sharing: Two or more people sharing the same private vehicle. Riders are usually 
"matched'' by destination by a non profit ride share organization. 
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• Van Pooling: Several people sharing a multi-passenger van which may or may not be 
provided by an employer or Department of Transportation. Cost arrangements vary. 

MAINTENANCE AND PROTECTION OF TRAFFIC BY DEMAND MANAGEMENT 

Use of public transit, temporary transportation management association applications, temporary 
park and ride lots to alleviate construction inducted congestion. 

PARKING CONDOMINIUMS 

A parking facili ty located adjacent to or within commuting distance to the primary transportation 
facility used by a co mmu ter. Individual parking spaces are either sold or leased to the commuter 
to guarantee them a parking space. 

BICYCLE STORAGE FACILITIES 

Provisions of bicycle storage facilities in congested downtown areas, suburban centers, private 
businesses, and other key locations to encourage bicycling as a mode of transportation. 

PARKING ORDINANCES 

Imposed by muni cipalities to restrict parking in an urban area. Designed to force employees in 
the area to reply on mass transit or ride sharing to accomplish their work trips. 


[ 
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 

Division of Environmental Permits 

270 Michigan Ave., Buffalo, New York 14203-2999 
Phone: (716) 851-7165 • FAX: (716) 851-7168 
Website: www.dec.state.ny.us 



John P. Cahill 
Commissioner 


April 20, 2000 


Mr. Michael Krasner 

Erie County Department of Environment and Planning 
95 Franklin St. - Room 1014 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Dear Mr. Krasner 


SEQR LEAD AGENCY DESIGNATION 
NEW BUFFALO CONVENTION CENTER 
CITY OF BUFFALO, ERIE COUNTY 

In response to your March 24, 2000 solicitation, this office has reviewed the proposed project and has 
not identified any Department permit jurisdiction for your proposal. Therefore, we would be an interested 
agency for purposes of the State Environmental Quality Review Act. Please be aware of the following 
environmental issues: 

1. If asbestos exists in any of the buildings to be demolished, the protection of workers is 
regulated by the New York State Department of Labor (716/847-7126) and 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA - 716/684-3891). In addition, 
the disposal of friable (readily crumbled and brittle) asbestos is regulated by this 
Department under 6NYCRR Part 360-2.17(p). For more information on the disposal of 
friable asbestos, please contact Mr. Mark Hans (716/851-7220) of this Department 

2. The Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus), a species listed as "Endangered" by New 
York State, nests and feeds in downtown Buffalo. A pair of falcons is presently nesting 
in an artificial nest box on the 18th floor of the Statler Towers, adjacent to the existing 
convention center. This is the third season in a row that peregrines have nested here. 

The major concern related to this endangered species is potential territorial/nest 
protection conflicts during construction. Workers (particularly steel and scaffolding 
workers) and their equipment, specifically cranes, can be jeopardized or be 
problematic. Peregrines will attempt to drive off intruders in their territory. As the 
building rises in height during construction, it is very likely that the falcons will swpop at 
workers that are visible on the outside of the building. Workers should be informed of 
this and should be provided with protective gear. Appropriate protective gear would be 
a hard hat and a heavy jacket or vest. Falcons will strike with their talons which are 
razor sharp. They can inflict a severe blow. 
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V. yiichaei Krasner 
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Page 2 

Related problems/issues that must be considered and resolved: 

a. The safety of the workers. The attention of workers will be diverted from 
their work if they are distracted by falcons attempting to strike them. 

This could result in a fatal fall. 

b. The workers may injure the birds in an attempt to drive them off. Peregrine 
falcons are listed as an Endangered Species in New York State. Obviously, any 
actions resulting in the injury or death of a peregrine would be a serious 
offense. 

c. Cranes used for construction of high rise buildings can be a hazard to 
raptors. Raptors will often use the top of a crane as a perch. They 
prefer to perch on the highest available object. Cranes typically have a 
lot of grease on the external surfaces for lubricating the cables and 
pulleys. If a peregrine lands on grease and gets grease on its feathers it 
may not be able to take off. This results in the bird falling to the ground. 

Two peregrine falcons were brought down this way in New York City. 

One was killed and the second was recovered and rehabilitated. When 
dealing with a nesting pair, the affect of downing a peregrine must be 
mitigated and would extend to the care of any eggs or chicks that may 
otherwise be left unattended. 

The Crane lubrication concern can be resolved by shielding the tops of 
cranes so that greasy pulleys and cables are not exposed. A strong pole 
with streamers or flagging that will fly in the breeze can be placed at the 
highest point on the crane. The top of the pole could act as an alternate 
perch but primarily the streamers will discourage the peregrines from 
using the crane as a perch. 

As this proposed project progresses, the Department will make staff available to work with the builders 
to reduce any threat of impacts to the peregrines. Key people involved in construction should be made 
aware of the peregrines and the need for caution. The most critical people to involve once construction 
begins are the steel and scaffolding workers, who will be working outside and on top of the building. 

We concur that the Erie County Department of Public Works should act as SEQR Lead Agency, as 
the proposal is primarily of regional significance. 

Thank you for providing this office the opportunity to review the proposed project. If you have any 
questions, please feel free to contact me at 716-851-7165. 

Respectfully, 

Steven J. Doieski 

Regional Permit Administrator 

DSD/mlt 

cc: Mr. Mark Kandel, NYSDEC Division of Wildlife 
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New York State Department of Environmental 
Division of Fish, Wildlife & Marine Resources 
Wildlife Resources Center - New York Natural Heritage Program 

700 Troy-Schenectady Road, Latham, New York 12110-2400 
Phone: (518) 783-3932 FAX: (518) 783-3916 

May 15, 2001 

Michael Kane 

Ecology and Environment Inc 
Buffalo Corporate Center 
368 Pleasant View Drive 
Lancaster, NY 14086 

Dear Mr. Kane: 

In response to your recent request, we have reviewed the New York Natural Heritage 
Program databases with respect to the proposed new Buffalo Convention Center, two project 
sites under consideration, areas as indicated on the map you provided. The enclosed printout 
applies to the 11 acre Mohawk Site and any renovations to the Existing Convention Center Site. 

Enclosed is a report of rare or state-listed animals and plants, significant natural 
communities, and other significant habitats, which our databases indicate occur, or 
may occur, on your site or in the immediate vicinity of your site. 

This information is considered sensitive and may not be released to the public without 
permission from the New York Natural Heritage Program. 

For most sites, comprehensive field surveys have not been conducted; the enclosed report 
only includes records from our databases. We cannot provide a definitive statement on the 
presence or absence of all rare or state-listed species or significant natural communities. This 
information should not be substituted for on-site surveys that may be required for environmental 
impact assessment. 

Our databases are continually growing as records are added and updated. If this proposed 
project is still under development one year from now, we recommend that you contact us again 
so that we may update this response with the most current information. 

This response applies only to known occurrences of rare or state-listed animals and 
plants, of significant natural communities, and of other significant habitats. For information 
regarding regulated areas or permits that may be required under state law (e.g., regulated 
wetlands') , please contact the appropriate NYS DEC Regional Office, Division of Environmental 
Permits, at the enclosed address. 


Enc. 

cc: Reg. 9, Wildlife Mgr. 

Peter Nye, Endangered Species Unit, 

PLEASE NOTE: 

As of June 1,2001, our new address will be: 


ieidi J. Krahlrrtg, Information# er 
NY Natural Heritage Program 1- 


Delmar 


NYS DEC - Information Services 
NY Natural Heritage Program 
625 Broadway, 5 th floor 
Albany, NY 12233-4754 (518)402-8935 
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Natural Heritage Map of Rare Species and Ecological Communities 


Prepared May 14,2001 by NY Natural Heritage Program, NYS DEC, Latham, New York 
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NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION 
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL PERMITS REGIONAL OFFICES 


REGION 

COUNTIES 

NAME 

ADDRESS AND PHONE NO 

Region 1 

Nassau 

John Pavacic 

Loop Road, Bldg. 40 


Suffolk 

Permit Administrator 

SUNY 

Stony Brook, NY 11790-2356 
(516) 444-0365 

Region 2 

New York City 

John Cryan (Act) 

Hunters Point Plaza 



Permit Administrator 

4740 21st Street 

Long Island City, NY 11101-5407 
(718) 482-4997 

Region 3 

Dutchess 

Margaret Duke 

21 South Putt Comers Road 


Orange 

Permit Administrator 

New Paltz, NY 12561-1696 


Putnam 

Rockland, Sullivan 
Ulster, Westchester 

• 

(914) 256-3059 

Region 4 

Albany 

William J. Clarke 

1150 N. Westcott Road 


Columbia 

Permit Administrator 

Schenectady, NY 12306-2014 


Delaware 


(518) 357-2234 


Greene, Montgomery, Otsego 

Rensselaer, Schenectady, Schoharie 


Region 5 

Clinton 

Richard Wild 

Route 86 


Essex 

Permit Administrator 

Ray Brook, NY 12977 


Franklin 

Fulton, Hamilton 


(518) 897-1234 


Saratoga, Warren, Washington 


Region 6 

Herkimer 

Brian Fenlon (Act) 

State Office Building 


Jefferson 

Permit Administrator 

317 Washington Street 


Lewis 


Watertown, NY 13601 


Oneida, St. Lawrence 


(315)785-2246 

Region 7 

Broome 

Ralph Manna, Jr. 

615 Erie Blvd. West 


Cayuga 

Permit Administrator 

Syracuse, NY 13204-2400 


Chenango 


(315)426-7439 


Cortland, Madison, Onondaga 

Oswego, Tioga, Tompkins 


Region 8 

Chemung 

Peter Lent (Act) 

6274 East Avon-Lima Road 


Genesee 

Permit Administrator 

Avon, NY 14414 


Livingston 


(716)226-2466 


Monroe, Ontario, Orleans 

Schuyler, Seneca, Steuben 



Wayne, Yates 



Region 9 

Allegany 

Steven Doleski 

270 Michigan Avenue 


Cattaraugus 

Permit Administrator 

Buffalo, NY 14203-2999 


Chautauqua 


(716) 851-7165 


Erie, Niagara, Wyoming 
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USERS GUIDE TO NY NATURAL HERITAGE DATA 

New York Natural Heritage Program, 700 Troy-Schenectady Road, Latham NY 12110-2400 phone: (SIS) 783-3932 

NATURAL HERITAGE PROGRAM: The Natural Heritage Program is an ongoing, systematic, scientific inventory whose goal is to compile and maintain 
data on the rare plants and animals native to New York State, and significant ecological communities. The data provided in the report facilitate sound 
planning, conservation, and natural resource management and help to conserve the plants, animals and ecological communities that represent New York’s 
natural heritage. 

DATA SENSITIVITY: The data provided in the report are ecologically sensitive and should be treated in a sensitive manner. The report is for your in- 
house use and should not be released, distributed or incorporated in a public document without prior permission from the Natural Heritage Program. 

NATURAL HERITAGE REPORTS (may contain any of the following types of data): 

COUNTY NAME: County where the occurrence of a rare species or significant ecological community is located. 

TOWN NAME: Town where the occurrence of a rare species or significant ecological community is located. 

USGS 7 Z-i TOPOGRAPHIC MAP: Name of 7.5 minute US Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle map (scale 1:24,000). 

SIZE (acres): Approximate acres occupied by the rare species or significant ecological community at this location. A blank indicates unknown size. 
SCIENTIFIC NAME: Scientific name of the occurrence of a rare species or significant ecological community. 

COMMON NAME: Common name of the occurrence of a rare species or significant ecological community. 

ELEMENT TYPE: Type of element (i.e. plant, animal, significant ecological community, other, etc.) 

LAST SEEN: Year rare species or significant ecological community last observed extant at this location. 

EO RANK: Comparative evaluation summarizing the quality, condition, viability and defensibility of this occurrence. Use with LAST SEEN. 

A-E = Extant A=excellent, B=good, C=marginal, D=jxx>r, E=extant but with insufficient data to assign a rank of A - D. 

F = Failed to find. Did not locate species, but habitat is still there and further field work is justified. 

H = Historical. Historical occurrence without any recent field information. 

X = Extirpated. Field/other data indicates element/habitat is destroyed and the element no longer exists at this location. 

? = Unknown. 

Blank = Not assigned. ' 

NEW YORK STATE STATUS (animals): Categories of Endangered and Threatened species are defined in New York State Environmental 
Conservation Law section 11-0535. Endangered, Threatened, and Special Concern species are listed in regulation 6NYCRR 182.5. 

E = Endangered Species: any species which meet one of the following criteria: 

1) Any native species in imminent danger of extirpation or extinction in New York. 

2) Any species listed as endangered by the United States Department of the Interior, as enumerated in the Code of Federal Regulations 50 CFR 
17.11. 

T = Threatened Species: any species which meet one of the following criteria: 

1) Any native species likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future in NY. 

2) Any species listed as threatened by the U.S. Department of the Interior, as enumerated in the Code ofthe Federal Regulations 50 CFR 17.11. 
SC = Special Concern Species: those species which are not yet recognized as endangered or threatened, but for which documented concern exists for 

their continued welfare in New York. Unlike the first two categories, species of special concern receive no additional legal protection under 
Environmental Conservation Law section 11-0535 (Endangered and Threatened Species). 

P = Protected Wildlife (defined in Environmental Conservation Law section 11-0103): wild game, protected wild birds, and endangered species of 
wildlife. 

U = Unprotected (defined in Environmental Conservation Law section 11-0103): the species may be taken at any time without limit; however a license 
to take may be required. 

G = Game (defined in Environmental Conservation Law section 11-0103): any of a variety of big game or small game species as stated in the 
Environmental Conservation Law, many normally have an open season for at least part of the year, and are protected at other times. 

NEW YORK STATE STATUS (plants): The following categories are defined in regulation 6NYCRR part 193.3 and apply to NYS Environmental 
Conservation Law section 9-1503. 

E = Endangered Species: listed species are those with: 

1) 5 or fewer extant sites, or * 

2) fewer than 1,000 individuals, or 

3) restricted to fewer than 4 U.S.G.S. 7 'A minute topographical maps, or 

4) species listed as endangered by U.S. Department of Interior, as enumerated in Code of Federal Regulations 50 CFR 17.11. 

T = Threatened: listed species are those with: 

1) 6 to fewer than 20 extant sites, or 

2) 1,000 to fewer than 3,000 individuals, or 

3) restricted to not less than 4 or more than 7 U.S.G.S. 7 and ‘A minute topographical maps, or 

4) listed as threatened by U.S. Department of Interior, as enumerated in Code of Federal Regulations 50 CFR 17.11. 

R = Rare: listed species have: 

1) 20 to 35 extant sites, or 

2) 3,000 to 5,000 individuals statewide. 


continued on next page 
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page 2 Users Guide to Natural Heritage Data 

V = Exploitably vulnerable: listed species are likely to become threatened in the near future throughout all or a significant portion of their range 
within the state if causal factors continue unchecked. 

U = Unprotected; no state status. 

NEW YORK STATE STATUS (communities): At this time there are no categories defined for communities. 

FEDERAL STATUS (plants and animals): The categories of federal status are defined by the United States Department of the Interior as part of the 
1974 Endangered Species Act (see Code of Federal Regulations 50 CFR 17). The species listed under this law are enumerated in the Federal Register 
vol. 50, no. 188, pp. 39526 - 39527. 

(blank) = No Federal Endangered Species Act status. 

LE = The element is formally listed as endangered. 

LT = The element is formally listed as threatened. 

E/SA = The element is treated as endangered because of similarity of appearance to other endangered species or subspecies. 

PE = The element is proposed as endangered. 

PT = The element is proposed as threatened. 

C= The element is a candidate for listing. 

(LE) = If the element is a full species, all subspecies or varieties are listed as endangered; if the element is a subspecies, the full species is listed as 
endangered. 

(LE-LT) = The species is formally listed as endangered in part of its range, and as threatened in the other part; or, one or more subspecies or 
varieties is listed as endangered, and the others are listed as threatened. 

(LT-C) = The species is formally listed as threatened in part of its range, and as a candidate for listing in the other part; or, one or more subspecies or 
varieties is listed as threatened, and the others are candidates for listing. 

(LT-(T/SA)) = One or more subspecies or populations of the species is formally listed as threatened, and the others are treated as threatened because 
of similarity of appearance to die listed threatened subspecies or populations. 

(PS) = Partial status: the species is listed in parts of its range and not in others; or, one or more subspecies or varieties is listed, while the others are 
not listed. 

GLOBAL AND STATE RANKS (animals, plants, ecological communities and others): Each element has a global and state rank as determined by 
the NY Natural Heritage Program. These ranks carry no legal weight. The global rank reflects the rarity of the element throughout the world and the 
state rank reflects the rarity within New York State. Infraspecific taxa are also assigned a taxon rank to reflect the infraspecific taxon's rank throughout 
the world. 7 = Indicates a question exists about the rank. Range ranks, e.g. S1S2, indicate not enough information is available to distinguish between 
two ranks. 

GLOBAL RANK : 

G1 = Critically imperiled globally because of extreme rarity (5 or fewer occurrences), or very few remaining acres, or miles of stream) or especially 
vulnerable to extinction because of some factor of its biology. 

G2 = Imperiled globally because of rarity (6 - 20 occurrences, or few remaining acres, or miles of stream) or very vulnerable to extinction throughout 
its range because of other factors. 

G3 = Either rare and local throughout its range (21 to 100 occurrences), or found locally (even abundantly at some of its locations) in a restricted 
range (e.g. a physiographic region), or vulnerable to extinction throughout its range because of other factors. 

G4 = Apparently secure globally, though it may be quite rare in parts of its range, especially at the periphery. 

G5 = Demonstrably secure globally, though it may be quite rare in parts of its range, especially at the periphery. 

GH = Historically known, with the expectation that it might be rediscovered. 

GX = Species believed to be extinct 

STATE RANK : 

51 = Typically 5 or fewer occurrences, very few remaining individuals, acres, or miles of stream, or some factor of its biology making it especially 
vulnerable in New York State. 

52 = Typically 6 to 20 occurrences, few remaining individuals, acres, or miles of stream, or factors demonstrably making it very vulnerable in New 
York State. 

53 = Typically 21 to 100 occurrences, limited acreage, or miles of stream in New York State. 

54 = Apparently secure in New York State. 

55 = Demonstrably secure in New York State. 

SH = Historically known from New York State, but not seen in the past 15 years. 

SX = Apparently extirpated from New York State. 

SZ = Present in New York State only as a transient migrant 

SxB and SxN, where Sx is one of the codes above, are used for migratory animals, and refer to the rarity within New York State of the breeding (B) 
populations and the non-breeding populations (N), respectively, of the species. 

TAXON (T) RANK: The T-ranks (T1 - T5) are defined the same way as the Global ranks (G1 - G5), but the T-rank refers only to the rarity of the 
subspecific taxon. 

T1 through T5 = See Global Rank definitions above. 

Q = Indicates a question exists whether or not the taxon is a good taxonomic entity. 

OFFICE USE: Information for use by the Natural Heritage Program. 
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Please detach and complete this page, and return it to the Contact Person 

be-.-j jiJ- G o wcv _ _ MbTA _ tj-rt'QO 

Completed by (name of agency representative) Agency Date 

(PLEASE CHECK ALL THAT APPLY and PROVIDE AN EXPLANATION AS APPROPRIATE) 

[ ] We have no substantial environmental concerns about the proposed project. 

[ ] Please remove us from the mailing list of notices about this project. 

[Xj We have environmental concerns about the project. (Please list concerns on another sheet, and 
whether they will occur during or after construction/implementation; the estimated severity of the 
impact; whether they are direct or secondary impacts, and how you suggest the impact can be 
minimized). 

[XI We plan to attend the DEIS scoping session for the Environmental Impact Statement. Please 
ind icate below the most convenient time for a weekday scoping session 
^Tnoming/aftemooB /evening). 

[ ] Our agency/group has no authority over or interest in the project and should be removed from the 
Involved Agency or Interested Agency list. 

[ ] Our agency has these additional approvals/jurisdictions besides those listed on page 2: 



If you are a SEQR Involved Agency, and you DO NOT agree that the ECDPW should be Lead Agency, 
explain below or in a letter why you should be Lead Agency: 



Mail to: Michael J. Krasner, AICP 

Environmental Review Coordinator ‘ 

Erie County Department of Environment and Planning 
95 Franklin Street, Room 1014 
Buffalo, NY 14202 
by: April 24,2000 

SEQR/REF 
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Date: 4/14/00 

To: Michael Krasner, Environmental Reiview Coordinator. Erie County Dept, of Environment and 

Planning 

Cc: Deborah Wathan Finn, Director, Surface Transp. 

From Robert VV. Gower 

RE: New Buffalo Convention Center Project 


The NFTA has two primary comments on this project. First we are concerned about disruption to 
transit service during construction. Coordination should take place to insure that disruption is 
minimized. 

Secondly, the NFTA has serious concerns with Alternative site C. Selection of this site would require 
the relocation of the Metropolitan Transportation Center, NFTA’s Operations Control Center at 93 Oak 
Street, and the major Metrobus terminus and turnaround in downtown Buffalo. Significant community 
investment has been made in these facilities and we are embarking on a major renovation and possible 
expansion of the MTC. 

The NFTA looks forward to participating in environmental review process forthis project. 


rwg 


4/14/00 


1 
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Niagara 



Mohawk* 


Dennis G. Gleason Phone: 716.857.4292 

Regional Manager - Frontier Region Fax: 716.842.0105 

e-mail: gleasond@NiagaraMohawk.com 


April 20, 2000 


Mr. Michael J. Rrasner, AICP 
Environmental Review Coordinator 
Erie County Dept, of Environmental Planning 
95 Franklin St., Room 1014 - 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

SUBJECT: New Buffalo Convention Center 

Project Number: C617-00-193 

Dear Mr. Krasner: 

The Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation (NMPC) has reviewed the State Environmental Quality Review 
(SEQR) Solicitation for Lead Agency Status document dated March 24, 2000. As an adjacent landowner 
and the provider of electric service to the proposed facility, NMPC has great interest in the project. 

At this early stage it is difficult to provide detailed comments. It is expected that more detailed comments 
will be provided by NMPC as the SEQR process moves forward. However, we do have some preliminary 
comments as set forth below in addition to the enclosed SEQR Referral form. 

1. NMPC has no objection to the Erie County Department of Public Works serving as the lead 
agency for this project. 

2. NMPC requests that it continue to be included on the project mailing list as an interested 
agency/party. Future mailings should be sent to: 

Mr. Jeffrey M. Eddy 
Manager, Regional Design 
Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation 
535 Washington Street 
Buffalo, NY 14203 
Telephone: (716)857-4180 

3. NMPC would be interested in attending the DEIS scoping session and suggests that the session be 
held in mid-moming or early afternoon. 

4. Based on the preliminary information available for review, we have identified the following 
potential concerns associated with the proposed project: 


535 Washington Street, Buffalo, New Yoi(3h4o&- 1497 * www.NiagaraMohawk.com 
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Mr. Michael J. Krasner 
April 20, 2000 
Page 2 

• Impacts on existing underground electric facilities - NMPC has a major 230,000 volt electric line 
beneath Huron and Ellicott Streets that will have to be protected, or more likely relocated, if the 
proposed project is implemented. This circuit is a significant link in our downtown service 
network. Relocation would be expensive and the cost would be the responsibility of the project 
sponsor. Other lower voltage underground electric facilities within the project area may also be 
impacted and again, costs incurred for protection or relocation would be the responsibility of the 
project sponsor. The DEIS should fully evaluate these impacts. 

• Real estate values — NMPC is concerned that the proposed project may have adverse impacts on 
surrounding property values, including our adjacent office building. The DEIS should evaluate 
these impacts. We also note'that our Oak Street employee parking lot is marked as a “future 
development” area. If future development does occur in this area, it would have a major adverse 
impact on the value of our office complex. Additionally we would require suitable alternate 
parking arrangements for our employees. 

• Aesthetics - In addition to the NMPC building, we note a number of historic or potentially 
historic structures near or adjacent to the proposed project. NMPC recommends that the design 
of the proposed convention center consider the project’s impact on the downtown view shed. At 
a minimum, the DEIS should include a thorough visual analysis of the project including views 
from sensitive vantage points in the area. 

• Construction - Construction impacts such as noise, dust, site runoff, traffic, engine fumes, etc., 
should be fully discussed in the DEIS and strictly controlled to minimize impacts on adjacent 
businesses. 


. • Archaeology - It is noted in the SEQR Full Environmental Assessment Form that the proposed 
project site may be an archaeologically sensitive area. The discovery of artifacts on a project site 
can lead to further, more detailed studies, alternation of the project design, and costly mitigation. 
We would recommend that the proposed site and all reasonable alternate sites be archaeologically 
screened before a final decision on site preference is made. 

Niagara Mohawk supports economic development efforts such as the proposed Buffalo Convention 
Center and looks forward to continued participation with Erie County as the SEQR DEIS process moves 
forward. As noted above, please direct all future communications to Mr. Eddy who will coordinate the 
necessary NMPC DEIS and project review efforts. 



cc: Jeffrey M. Eddy, NMPC 
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New Buffalo Convention Center Project 


SEOR Referral 


Please detach and complete this page, and return it to the Contact Person 

Jeffrey M. Eddy, Manager, Regional Design Niagara Mohawk Power 4/20/00 

Completed by (name of agency representative) Agency Corporation Date 

(PLEASE CHECK ALL THAT APPLY and PROVIDE AN EXPLANATION AS APPROPRIATE) 

[ ] We have no substantial environmental concerns about the proposed project. 

[ ] Please remove us from the mailing list of notices about this project. 

'[X] We have environmental concerns about the project. (Please list concerns on another sheet, and 
• whether they will occur during or after construction/implementation; the estimated severity of the 
impact; whether they are direct or secondary impacts, and how you suggest the impact can be 
minimized). (See attached letter) 

[ 23 We plan to attend the DEIS scoping session for the Environmental Impact Statement. Please 
indicate below the most convenient time for a weekday scoping session 
(moming/afternoon/evening). Late morning or early afternoon meetings 
would be most convenient. 

[ ] Our agency/group has no authority over or interest in the project and should be removed from the 
Involved Agency or Interested Agency list. 

[ j Our agency has these additional approvals/jurisdictions besides those listed on page 2: 

N/A 


If you are a SEQR Involved Agency, and you DO NOT agree that the ECDPW should be Lead Agency, 
explain below or in a letter why you should be Lead Agency: 

N/A 


Mall to: Michael J. Krasner, AICP 

Environmental Review Coordinator 

Erie County Department of Environment and Planning 

95 Franklin Street, Room 1014 

Buffalo, NY 14202 

by: April 24,2000 


SEQR/REF 
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Niagara 



Mohawk* 


May 23, 2000 


Michael J. Krasner, AICP 
Environmental Review Coordinator 
Erie County Dept, of Environmental Planning 
95 Franklin St., Room 1014 
Buffalo, NY 14202 

Re: New Buffalo Convention Center 

Project No. C617-00-193 

Dear Mr. Krasner: 

Thanks to you and Commissioner Rubin for meeting with us to discuss our concerns 
with the proposed sites for the new Convention Center and their impact on Niagara 
Mohawk Power Corporation’s (NMPC) facilities and infrastructure. NMPC supports 
the County and City’s efforts in economic development and pledges participation in the 
process for the proposed Convention Center. 

NMPC’s initial concern is the impact on underground electric facilities throughout the 
project areas. Of note is a and 

Huron Streets to our Elm Stree^tatron. ^n 1 is original 

proposal for Site A, Ellicott Street will be left open by bridging the street. Attached is 
a map showing the route of these cables. Other concerns as the process progresses 
involve the effects on real estate valuation, construction, aesthetics, and archaeology. 
We ask that NMPC be involved early on in the process once a consultant is selected. 

Again, thank you for your time, and we look forward to continued participation in the 
Convention Center project. 

Sincerely, 

NIAGARA MOHAWK POWER CORP. 


Jeffrey M. Eddy, Manager 
Regional Design, Frontier Region 



JME/djk 

cc: Dennis Gleason, NMPC 
Thomas Ward, NMPC 


535 Washington Street, Buffalo, New ©*54203-1497 • www.NiagaraMohawk.com 
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